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REORGANIZING  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF 

AGRICULTURE 


WEDNESDAY,  OCTOBER  6,  1993 

U.S.  Senate, 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry, 

Washington,  DC. 

The  committee  met,  pursuant  to  notice,  at  9:35  a.m.  in  room  SD- 
138,  Dirksen  Senate  Office  Building,  Hon.  Patrick  J.  Leahy,  chair- 
man of  the  committee,  presiding. 

Present  or  submitting  a  statement:  Senators  Leahy,  Boren,  Hef- 
lin,  Harkin,  Conrad,  Daschle,  Kerrey,  Feingold,  Lugar,  Dole,  Coch- 
ran, McConnell,  Craig,  and  Grassley. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  PATRICK  J.  LEAHY,  A  U.S.  SENATOR 

FROM  VERMOPO' 

The  Chairman.  Good  morning.  First  off,  for  those  who  wondered, 
we  had  set  this  hearing  last  week,  and  I  know  the  Secretary  and 
a  number  of  other  witnesses  were  prepared  to  testify.  On  Monday 
of  last  week,  we  had  inclement  weather  here  in  the  Washington 
area.  It  took  me  11  hours  to  fly  from  Burlington,  Vermont,  to 
Washington,  DC;  I  can  drive  it  in  10. 

We  went  into  an  Appropriations  Committee  conference  at  11:00 
p.m.  Monday  night  on  the  foreign  aid  bill,  which  ended  at  about 
4:00  a.m.  or  so  the  next  morning.  We  thought  it  was  going  to  last 
until  probably  noon  the  next  day.  As  a  result,  I  had  to  cancel  this 
hearing.  As  it  turned  out,  we  were  done  with  the  important  stuff 
by  4:00  a.m.  in  the  morning  and  everybody  was  out  of  there  by  6:00 
a.m.  So  it  was  a  much  easier  night  than  we  thought,  and  I  apolo- 
gize to  everybody  who  had  to  change  their  schedules  around. 

I  wanted  to  make  sure  we  were  able  to  do  this  hearing,  though, 
in  the  right  way,  and  in  that  regard  I  thank  Secretary  Espy  and 
his  office  for  their  help  and  cooperation  because  we  are  really  talk- 
ing about  the  nuts  and  bolts  of  a  wholesale  reorganization  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  a  rather  tremendous  activity.  The 
President  promised  change.  I  think  it  is  time  for  us  to  help  him  de- 
liver on  that  promise. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  makes  up  10  percent  of  the  Fed- 
eral, nondefense  civilian  work  force.  Reforming  USDA  is  one  of  the 
single,  biggest  steps  we  can  take  to  reinvent  government. 

I  believe  USDA  is  going  to  be  revitalized.  I  am  absolutely  con- 
vinced in  talking  with  the  Secretary  that  it  will  be,  and  the  Amer- 
ican taxpayers  will  save  billions  of  dollars  when  that  happens.  We 
can  then  use  the  USDA  as  an  example  for  the  entire  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. 

(1) 


We  need  to  cut  USDA  down  to  its  most  effective  and  efficient 
size,  and  save  billions  of  dollars  when  we  do  it.  In  fact,  I  think  if 
we  do  it  properly  it  is  going  to  mean  better  service  for  all  those  who 
rely  on  USDA,  whether  they  rely  on  farm  programs  for  economic 
stability,  nutrition  programs  for  food,  or  rural  development  pro- 
grams as  a  stepping  stone  to  economic  opportunity. 

I  know  that  a  lot  of  people  have  concerns  over  how  this  reorga- 
nization is  actually  going  to  take  place,  and  that  is  very  under- 
standable. Those  in  the  field  have  to  wonder  how  it  is  going  to  af- 
fect their  own  lives,  and  that  is  also  understandable.  I  was  home 
in  Vermont  last  week.  I  heard  loud  and  clear  the  concerns  of  farm- 
ers and  USDA  employees,  just  as  I  do  every  week  when  I  am  back 
home. 

I  want  to  reiterate,  nobody  is  going  to  be  left  out  in  the  cold.  This 
committee  and  the  Department  will  listen  to  your  opinions  and 
suggestions,  and  I  would  make  this  offer  to  USDA  employees, 
whether  in  Washington  or  in  Mississippi  or  Iowa  or  Wisconsin  or 
Vermont  or  anywhere  else.  If  you  have  suggestions  of  how  this  is 
going,  send  them  to  me.  Just  write  to  me  right  here  at  the  Agri- 
culture Committee.  I  would  be  happy  to  hear  your  comments  be- 
cause we  have  to  work  together.  We  want  to  accomplish  the  same 
thing. 

I  think  we  are  off  to  a  great  start.  For  instance,  at  my  request, 
the  General  Accounting  Office  has  reviewed  the  Farmers  Home  Ad- 
ministration. They  say  that  we  can  save  over  $100  million  annually 
by  simply  implementing  centralized  servicing  of  housing  loans — a 
good  place  to  start.  Remember,  our  aim  is  to  improve  USDA,  not 
to  destroy  it,  and  realign  its  mission  to  farmers  as  well  as  make 
it  a  better,  more  efficient  department  for  which  to  work. 

I  am  committed  to  reorganization  of  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture; the  ranking  member  of  this  committee  is,  too.  I  think  there 
is  a  bipartisan  majority  on  this  committee,  Mr.  Secretary,  who 
want  you  to  succeed,  and  we  want  to  work  very  closely  with  you. 

We  are  going  to  try  to  keep  opening  statements  to  2  minutes  so 
we  can  get  to  the  Secretary's  testimony.  I  yield  first  to  Senator 
Cochran  of  Mississippi. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  THAD  COCHRAN,  A  U.S.  SENATOR  FROM 

MISSISSIPPI 

Senator  Cochran.  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  very  much.  Let  me 
join  you  in  welcoming  our  witnesses  today,  particularly  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  Mike  Espy.  I  want  to  congratulate  him  on  the  way 
he  has  gone  about  analyzing  the  challenge  of  restructuring  and  re- 
organizing the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Everybody  knows  that  for  some  time  now,  we  have  been  working 
toward  improving  the  efficiency  of  the  Department.  To  ensure  that 
the  services  are  delivered  in  a  more  sensitive  and  appropriate  way, 
given  the  changing  nature  of  American  agriculture  and  the  new 
challenges  that  the  Department  and  our  Government  face  in  trying 
to  help  support  the  interests  of  American  farmers  and  our  export- 
ers, we  had  to  deal  with  a  growing,  complex  international  trade  sit- 
uation. 

So  much  of  the  traditional  programs  of  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture have  changed  over  the  last  few  decades  so  that  now  the  De- 


partment  is  much  more  involved  in  activities  other  than  just  trans- 
lating agricultural  research  into  practical  ways  that  farmers  can 
utilize  the  benefits  of  new  technologies  and  the  benefits  of  new  re- 
search through  the  Extension  Service  and  other  agencies  as  was 
the  case  in  the  past.  That  is  a  very  important  part  of  the  Depart- 
ment's role,  but  now  more  than  ever  we  see  the  budget  for  the  De- 
partment being  utilized  for  other  activities. 

Over  half  the  money  that  is  appropriated  each  year  to  the  De- 
partment of  Agriculture  goes  to  food  and  nutrition  programs,  for 
example,  to  try  to  help  those  who  can't  adequately  meet  their  own 
nutrition  needs,  through  the  school  lunch  program  or  the  food 
stamp  program  or  the  other  programs  that  we  Know  the  Depart- 
ment has  the  responsibility  for  administering. 

Forty  percent  of  all  of  the  employees  of  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture work  for  the  U.S.  Forest  Service.  Only  20  percent  of  the 
funds  that  are  allocated  each  year  to  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture are  used  to  support  production  agriculture.  Critizing  the 
Department  for  having  too  much  money,  considering  the  number  of 
farmers  in  America  and  the  like,  is  missing  the  whole  point  be- 
cause the  Department  is  no  longer  just  a  farm  support  department 
or  agency.  It  has  many  more  responsibilities,  most  of  which  Con- 
gress has  mandated  that  it  carry  out. 

I  hope  as  we  approach  this  hearing  we  do  so  with  a  realization 
that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  is  multifaceted.  It  has  many  re- 
sponsibilities that  include  production  agriculture  support  and  try- 
ing to  help  make  sure  America's  farms  remain  efficient,  capable  of 
supporting  the  needs  of  our  Nation  for  food  and  fiber,  and  also  pro- 
viding an  important  part  of  our  economy  in  terms  of  export  sales 
and  contribute  immensely  to  the  economic  health  and  well-being  of 
our  Nation.  So  we  shouldn't  lose  sight  of  that  fact  that  there  are 
many  other  things  involved  as  well. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you.  As  I  mentioned  earlier,  the  great  im- 
petus for  reorganization  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  has  come 
from  the  senior  Republican  on  this  committee.  Senator  Lugar,  and 
I  yield  to  him. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  RICHARD  LUGAR,  A  U.S.  SENATOR  FROM 

INDIANA 

Senator  Lugar.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  concur 
completely  with  the  outstanding  remarks  of  my  colleague  fi*om  Mis- 
sissippi and  his  comprehensive  thoughts  about  this  hearing. 

I  commend  you,  Mr.  Secretary,  for  the  far-reaching  proposal  you 
have  made  and  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  holding  this  hearing.  The 
action  the  Secretary  has  taken  confirms  my  longstanding  belief 
that  the  current  structure  of  USDA,  designed  to  serve  the  needs  of 
rural  America  in  the  1930's,  is  no  longer  appropriate  to  serve  the 
needs  of  a  modem  agricultural  sector. 

Mr.  Secretary,  as  I  have  personally  told  you,  I  will  ultimately 
support  this  proposal  of  yours  because  I  believe  it  is  a  very  good 
and  strong  beginning  in  what  I  expect  will  be  a  long  process  both 
for  you  and  for  us  in  the  Congress.  I  want  you  to  succeed  in  this 
effort  because  I  believe  it  will-  be  of  great  benefit  to  our  country 
that  you  do  so. 


This  administration  is  uniquely  positioned  to  achieve  these  re- 
forms, and  I  will  aid  wherever  possible.  However,  I  intend  to  ques- 
tion and  perhaps  fine-tune  the  proposal,  particularly  regarding  the 
restructuring  of  the  headquarters.  Your  plans  to  close  unnecessary 
USDA  field  offices  and  to  consolidate  others  into  larger,  more  effi- 
cient entities  should  be  well  received  by  farmers  and  producers  in 
America.  One-stop  shopping  should  reduce  the  amount  of  travel 
time  a  farmer  must  devote  for  sign-up  and  compliance. 

To  go  further,  if  the  Department  can  combine  that  one-stop  shop- 
ping with  a  comparable  reduction  in  the  paperwork  required,  some 
true  farmer-friendly  recommendations  can  result  and  should  result 
from  this  process.  If  the  administration's  actions  can  lead  to  a  sin- 
gle-page form  for  health  insurance  claims,  it  should  be  able  to 
achieve  remarkable  results  in  reducing  USDA  paperwork. 

But  the  first  order  of  business  should  be  to  dispel  some  unfortu- 
nate rumors  that  appear  to  be  detracting  from  our  reform  efforts, 
and  I  bring  these  to  your  attention  so  that  you  may  dispel  them 
in  your  testimony.  To  begin  with,  I  raise  the  often  heard  statement 
that  the  restructuring  proposal  is  not  necessary,  that  it  will  not 
happen,  that  this  effort  is  an  exercise  designed  to  temporarily  ap- 
pease the  chairman.  Senator  Leahy,  me.  Senator  Cochran,  and  oth- 
ers who  are  on  your  back  continuously  in  this  respect. 

Now,  I  have  heard  you,  Mr.  Secretary,  privately  and  publicly 
point  out  that  reform  is  the  first  priority  in  your  agenda,  and  I 
hope  that  you  will  reaffirm  that  today  and  make  clear  to  all  Ameri- 
cans that  USDA  is  on  the  reform  path  and  that  success  must  come 
from  these  efforts. 

Another  persistent  rumor  concerns  the  423  SCS  county  offices 
that  are  slated  for  merger  or  closure.  It  has  been  widely  suggested 
that  SCS  employees  have  unofficially  been  informed  that  they 
should  not  worry  if  their  offices  are  on  closure  lists.  Allegedly,  they 
have  been  told  that  even  if  the  SCS  office  is  closed,  office  space  in 
the  local  conservation  district  would  be  available  and  that,  in  ef- 
fect, the  office  would  remain  open. 

I  hope  that  you,  Mr.  Secretary,  can  shed  some  light  on  these  ru- 
mors and  give  us  assurance  that  this  is  not  the  case  and  that  in 
areas  where  you  plan  to  close  SCS  offices  it  will  not  merely  trans- 
fer SCS  activities  to  conservation  district  offices. 

Your  legislative  proposal  is  very  general  in  nature.  However,  I 
believe  that  the  reform  package  should,  either  in  bill  language  or 
in  the  report,  address  some  of  the  underlying  problems  I  have  dis- 
covered in  review  of  this  agency.  A  few  are  as  follows:  ensuring 
that  your  computerized  ASCS  producer  lists  are  updated  in  the 
county  offices  with  information  about  current  and  active  partici- 
pants in  the  various  programs.  Your  predecessor.  Secretary  Mad- 
igan,  made  great  strides  in  this  and  the  report  that  you  have  for 
your  disposal  on  the  field  offices  reflects  much  of  that  upgrading 
into  actual  circumstances  in  1992,  at  least,  and  potentially  you 
have  upgraded  it  to  1993. 

Second,  you  must  establish  procedures  to  allow  farmers  to  choose 
the  most  convenient  ASCS  office  to  use  if  home  county  offices  are 
closed.  Under  current  rules,  farmers  would  be  told  which  county  of- 
fice they  must  conduct  their  business.  I  would  suggest  that  a  pref- 


erable  situation  would  be  a  matter  of  choice  and  convenience  for 
the  farmer  producers. 

Thirdly,  you  must  confront  farmer  frustration  over  ASCS  not  al- 
lowing faxed  signatures  on  any  farm  program  documents.  It  would 
be  a  great  convenience  for  producers  in  remote  areas  to  be  able  to 
have  their  sign-up  sheets  faxed  to  them  and  then  return  the  signed 
documents  immediately  without  having  to  leave  their  farm  offices. 
I  believe  that  farmers  will  be  much  less  fearful  of  office  closings 
and  mergers  if  we  demonstrate  to  them  that  we  intend  to  equip 
them  with  more  convenient  options  for  participation  in  USDA  pro- 
grams. 

Finally,  Mr.  Secretary,  I  reiterate  my  intention  to  support  this 
package  enthusiastically.  I  mention  these  issues  to  you  because  I 
believe  they  represent  some  of  the  problems  in  the  system  that 
have  resulted  in  the  need  for  reform  today.  As  I  indicated  early  last 
year,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  can  no  longer  be  allowed  to  sit 
atop  the  heap  at  USDA  and  watch  over  a  small  handful  of  projects 
while  the  bureaucracy  continues  to  roll  forward  unchallenged.  He 
must  be  prepared  to  manage,  and  manage  well,  and  this  committee 
and  Congress  should  give  the  full  gambit  of  tools  to  the  Secretary 
to  ensure  a  leaner  and  more  efficient  USDA  for  years  to  come. 

Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Senator  Lugar. 

Senator  Feingold. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  RUSSELL  FEINGOLD,  A  U.S.  SENATOR 

FROM  WISCONSIN 

Senator  Feingold.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  thank  you. 
Secretary  Espy,  and  all  the  witnesses  for  coming  before  the  com- 
mittee today.  I  also  want  to  praise  the  chairman  for  keeping  this 
issue  very  much  in  the  forefront,  and  praise  the  Secretary  and  staff 
for  putting  a  lot  of  effort  into  this  streamlining  proposal. 

As  you  may  recall,  my  first  question  to  you  at  your  confirmation 
hearing  was  would  we  get  a  proposal  like  this  and  would  it  be  sen- 
sitive to  farmer  input  in  the  process  of  reorganization  and  consoli- 
dation. So  I  am  very  impressed  that  you  responded  and  have  taken 
this  issue  very  seriously.  I  know  you  have  had  to  put  a  lot  of  time 
into  it  and  I  am  glad  we  are  getting  down  to  actually  reviewing  it. 

We  all  know  this  will  be  controversial  at  home.  The  closing  or 
consolidation  of  offices  which  provide  services  to  farmers  and  which 
provide  jobs,  also,  for  local  communities  is  never  an  easy  issue. 
Fundamentally  restructuring  the  USDA  has  also  never  been  at- 
tempted without  arousing  that  kind  of  concern. 

We  do  have  a  responsibility  to  farmers  to  provide  them  with  rea- 
sonably convenient  and  well-coordinated  services  that  will  help 
them  to  more  easily  comply  with  the  Government  programs  we  cre- 
ate and,  of  course,  the  very  complex  set  of  regulations  that  accom- 
pany them. 

But  the  reason  that  I  asked  you  about  this  originally,  Mr.  Sec- 
retary, was  my  feeling,  and  I  know  your  feeling,  that  we  have  a  re- 
sponsibility to  the  taxpayers  as  well,  and  that  responsibility  is  to 
reduce  the  Federal  deficit  and  to,  wherever  possible,  reduce  the 
amount  of  bureaucracy  that  has  grown  exponentially  at  the  Federal 
level. 
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This  committee,  together,  just  cut  $3  billion  out  of  the  agri- 
culture budget  during  the  budget  reconciliation  process.  The  sav- 
ings in  the  amount  of  $1.3  billion  over  the  next  5  years  produced 
by  this  proposal  cannot  be  treated  as  just  incidental  savings.  This 
is  serious  savings  you  are  talking  about. 

When  I  ran  for  the  Senate  last  year,  there  was  one  message  that 
I  received  loud  and  clear.  That  was  reduce  the  Federal  deficit,  and 
when  I  suggested  82  points  to  eliminate  the  Federal  deficit,  this 
was  one  of  them.  There  apparently  needs  to  be  further  change  to 
reduce  the  Federal  deficit,  but  this  proposal  is  one  that  we  must 
complete.  If  agriculture  is  to  be  taken  seriously  with  respect  to  re- 
organization, this  agency  of  the  Government  must  do  its  share. 

It  is,  of  course,  incumbent  upon  the  committee  to  be  sure  that 
the  changes  proposed  are  carried  out  in  the  most  nondisruptive 
fashion  possible,  and  it  is  our  job  to  see  that  the  field  office  consoli- 
dation and  headquarters  restructuring  are  done  wisely  and  care- 
fully. So  I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  and  the  other  good 
people  from  your  Department  to  make  that  process  go  as  smoothly 
as  possible. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much,  Senator  Feingold. 

Senator  Grassley. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  CHARLES  GRASSLEY,  A  U.S.  SENATOR 

FROM  IOWA 

Senator  Grassley.  I  don't  want  to  show  lack  of  respect  by  not 
giving  the  usual  kudos  when  I  open  my  statement,  but  I  want  to 
put  it  in  perspective.  We  all  know  the  story  from  Greek  mythology 
about  Sisyphus,  who  was  being  punished  by  the  Greek  gods,  sen- 
tenced to  rolling  a  stone  up  a  hill;  when  he  got  it  up  to  the  top  of 
the  hill  it  would  roll  down.  Then  he  would  roll  it  back  up  the  hill 
and  it  would  come  down  again.  He  spent  an  eternity  doing  that. 

A  French  philosopher  later  observed  that  Sisyphus  was  happy. 
That  may  be  a  little  bit  like  this  committee  when  we  deal  with  re- 
organization. We  have  been  grappling  with  this  problem  for  a  long 
time,  Senator  Lugar  and  Senator  Leahy  way  out  in  fi:*ont — and  we 
respect  them  for  it — and  Secretary  Madigan's  plan  just  before  he 
left  office.  Now,  Secretary  Espy  has  picked  it  up  and  refined  it  ap- 
propriately by  taking  on  the  Washington  bureaucracy  first.  Finally, 
we  have  Vice  President  Gore  with  his  National  Performance  Re- 
view. 

We  now  have  this  committee  hearing  to  affix  our  imprint  on  the 
process.  We  eye  the  vast  monolith  of  the  USDA  and  talk  about  tin- 
kering with  this  and  with  that,  and  we  talk  about  consolidation, 
administrative  savings,  and  appropriate  mission  and  focus  of 
USDA.  Thus,  it  continues,  a  never-ending  and  unavailing  task, 
year  in  and  year  out. 

So,  Mr.  Secretary,  I  appreciate  what  you  are  trying  to  do,  par- 
ticularly your  talents  and  your  willingness  to  tackle  tough  prob- 
lems, and  I  have  no  doubts  that  you  are  going  to  continue  in  a  sin- 
gle-minded purpose  and  that  you  will  probably  be  successful.  To  a 
considerable  extent,  I  hope  you  are  successful,  but  I  want  to  add 
one  caveat:  don't  go  too  far.  As  long  as  USDA  is  out  there  on  the 


horizon  and  in  need  of  reform  and  tinkering,  this  committee,  like 
Sisyphus,  will  be  happy. 

Tackling  the  USDA  is  a  monumental  task.  I  understand  the 
focus  at  least  today  will  be  on  the  reorganization  of  the  Washington 
offices,  and  I  believe  that  is  an  important  symbolic  first  step  to  re- 
vise the  home  office  before  field  offices  are  closed  or  consolidated, 
but  I  have  one  litmus  test.  In  any  reorganization,  I  hope  we  don't 
lose  sight  of  the  fact  that  farmers  are  the  USDA's  reason  for  exist- 
ence; at  least  that  is  what  Lincoln  said. 

We  must  understand,  first  and  foremost,  the  unique  needs  of 
American  farmers,  and  fi'om  the  view  of  the  farmers  in  Iowa,  how 
you  consolidate  or  close  county  offices  will  have  a  bigger  impact  on 
them  than  reorganization  of  the  Washington  offices,  even  though 
the  latter  is  a  necessary  forerunner  as  far  as  you  are  concerned  and 
I  am  concerned  for  the  reorganization  at  the  local  level. 

Much  of  my  interest  will  be  your  plans  for  the  field  offices  of 
USDA.  The  concern  that  I  hear  from  farmers  is  this,  that  any  re- 
duction in  staff  must  be  accompanied  by  increases  in  how  informa- 
tion is  dispersed  to  the  farmer  in  the  field.  The  number  of  USDA 
employees  is  not  a  problem  or  a  concern.  Rather,  it  is  the  sheer 
complexity  of  USDA  rules  and  regulations.  If  personnel  are  going 
to  be  released,  there  must  be  a  corresponding  streamlining  of  oper- 
ations and  simplification  of  rules.  Farmers  want  to  farm,  and  when 
faced  with  mounting  paperwork,  coupled  with  cuts  in  personnel 
and  longer  trips  to  county  offices,  it  is  going  to  cause  many  farmers 
to  drop  out  of  farm  programs,  and  then  we  lose  a  great  deal  of  rela- 
tionship with  the  farm  community. 

I  thank  you  for  your  testimony  and  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much.  Senator  Grassley.  I  would 
note  that  reform  can  be  done.  We  passed  the  REA  bill  this  week 
in  the  Senate.  That  in  itself  will  save  $114  million.  I  mean,  that 
is  real  money,  and  so  it  is  possible  to  do  it.  This  is  one  time  Sisy- 
phus got  the  rock  over  the  brow  of  the  hill.  Chuck. 

Senator  Craig. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  LARRY  CRAIG,  A  U.S.  SENATOR  FROM 

roAHo 

Senator  Craig.  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  very  much.  Mr.  Sec- 
retary, we  are  pleased  to  have  you  with  us  this  morning.  I  knew 
you  were  serious  about  USDA  reorganization  when  within  mo- 
ments of  your  confirmation,  we  had  a  chat  in  the  back  room  and 
you  pulled  out  a  yellow  pad  and  started  drawing  lines  on  it  and 
talking  about  reorganization.  That  was  pleasing  to  me  that  from 
the  very  beginning  you  would  take  the  efforts  of  past  secretaries 
and  this  committee  and  the  chairman  and  the  ranking  member  se- 
riously that  the  USDA  was  in  dire  need  of  reorganization. 

But  as  a  Westerner,  where,  unlike  most  of  these  Senators,  you 
are  our  biggest  landlord,  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  becomes  a  very 
important  part  of  the  State  of  Idaho.  I  will  remain  very  intent  and 
very  curious  as  to  how  you  choose  to  handle  the  Forest  Service  in 
your  reorganization.  There  are  some  real  concerns  as  it  relates  to 
a  chief  and  his  authority  for  decisionmaking.  I  believe  the  Forest 
Service  is  in  real  need  of  strong  managerial  authority  and  respon- 
sibility from  the  top  down.  I  think  it  has  lacked  something,  in  part, 
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by  what  the  Congress  has  failed  to  do  and  what  past  secretaries 
have  failed  to  do  in  giving  direction  and  allowing  direction  to  go 
from  the  chief  I  notice  the  absence  of  that,  in  my  opinion,  in  your 
reorganization. 

As  Senator  Cochran  mentioned,  40  percent  of  the  employees  of 
USDA  are  U.S.  Forest  Service.  May  I  suggest  to  you  that  any  reor- 
ganization of  USDA  is  incomplete  without  the  appropriate  recogni- 
tion of,  both  in  the  historic  sense  and  in  the  current  sense,  the  U.S. 
Forest  Service. 

My  State  just  came  out  of  a  drought  this  past  year.  The  last  5 
years  prior  to  coming  out  of  that  drought,  the  standing  joke  in  my 
State  was,  the  only  green  spot  in  Idaho  was  the  parking  lot  of  the 
U.S.  Forest  Service.  There  were  so  many  vehicles  there — and  they 
all  happened  to  be  green,  by  the  way — that  it  was  hard  to  distin- 
guish that  our  Government  was  in  trouble  or  that  our  economy  was 
in  trouble.  We  know  the  Forest  Service  continues  to  grow.  That  is 
a  concern. 

I  endorsed  the  reorganization  effort  this  past  year,  and  I  endorse 
it  again.  I  agree  that  after  60  years  of  congressional  ad  hoc  action 
in  the  creation  of  USDA  agencies  we  ought  to  be  looking  at  it  in 
an  organizational  way  today  we  have  failed  to  do  in  the  past.  I 
would  hope  what  you  present  to  us  will  recognize  that  and  move 
USDA  in  that  direction. 

Rural  America  has  changed,  but  the  desire  of  a  farmer  to  be  pro- 
ductive and  profitable  has  not  changed.  I  grow  increasingly  dis- 
turbed when  I  see  the  USDA,  in  part  by  action  of  this  Senate  and 
this  Congress,  and  in  part  by  action  of  those  who  come  to  serve  at 
IJSDA,  moving  in  the  direction  of  the  consuming  public  and  away 
from  production  agriculture. 

I  say  that  in  the  context  that  we  find  our  farmers  to  be  the  whip- 
ping boys  of  the  consumers  today  only  because  they  have  become 
so  productive  that  we  are  afforded  the  luxury  of  allowing  ourselves 
to  do  that.  I  would  hope  that  in  the  name  of  reinventing  govern- 
ment we  never  fail  to  recognize  it  is  the  productivity  of  agriculture 
that  sometimes  makes  the  farmer  the  victim  of  all  those  who  have 
a  cause  to  push  and  oftentimes  find  themselves  pushing  through 
USDA.  Secretary  Madigan  originated  the  reorganization  initiative 
and  moved  it  along,  and  I  am  so  pleased  that  you  are  willing  to 
continue  that  process. 

Starting  a  year  ago  and  moving  through  this  year  and  into  next 
year,  I  have  been  holding  a  series  of  meetings  across  Idaho,  rec- 
ognizing that  we  are  headed  toward  a  reauthorization  of  the  farm 
bill.  Those  meetings  with  agricultural  organizations  and  individual 
farmers  have  been  to  question  them  as  to  what  farm  policy  ought 
to  look  like,  but  also  in  those  meetings,  and  they  are  still  ongoing, 
I  have  asked  them  what  USDA  ought  to  look  like,  recognizing  that 
there  would  be  some  reorganization  and  maybe  it  would  be  exten- 
sive. 

One  of  the  areas  that  I  have  found  as  a  part  of  the  review  that 
has  been  fascinating  to  me  is  that  I  have  involved  the  employees 
of  USDA  in  Idaho  in  making  recommendations  on  how  USDA 
ought  to  operate.  I  have  found  a  phenomenal  reservoir  of  talent  in 
ASCS  and  other  agricultural  organizations  by  asking  them  how 
they  could  do  their  work  more  effectively  and  more  efficiently. 


Now,  the  reason  I  am  doing  that  is  because  that  is  just  exactly 
the  way  business  and  industry  downsized  by  going  to  their  people 
who  are  bright  and  capable.  They  have  provided  some  of  the  finest 
recommendations  for  downsizing  and  improved  efficiency  that  has 
come  out  of  the  private  sector. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  ask  unanimous  consent  to  add  as  a  part 
of  the  record  a  report  from  ASCS  county  offices  and  their  employ- 
ees as  to  their  recommendations,  i 

The  Chairman.  Without  objection. 

Senator  Craig.  Recognizing  the  limited  time  at  hand,  let  me  say 
to  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  to  our  ranking  member  and  to  the  Sec- 
retary, I  will  be  excited  and  pleased  to  work  with  you.  Please  re- 
member the  U.S.  Forest  Service  as  it  relates  to  Western  States 
where  it  remains  a  dominant  landlord.  It  deserves  direction  and 
recognition  as  it  relates  to  reorganization. 

Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you. 

[Testimony  resumes  on  page  10.] 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Senator  Craig  follows:] 

Statement  of  Senator  Larry  E.  Craig 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to  thank  you  for  holding  these  hearings  and  congratulate 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  for  utilizing  the  work  of  the  previous  administration 
regarding  structural  reforms  at  the  Department. 

I  look  forward  to  the  explanation  of  the  bill  that  the  administration  has  forwarded 
to  the  Congress.  It  seems  to  have  left  several  issues  unaddressed,  such  as  the  Forest 
Service. 

During  the  hearings  of  this  committee  last  year  on  the  subject  of  reorganizing  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  I  gave  my  endorsement  of  the  then  ongoing  effort  to  re- 
view, analyze,  and  initiate  structural  changes  at  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  I 
renew  that  endorsement. 

It  is  inevitable  that  an  organization,  put  together  over  the  past  60  years  by  ad 
hoc  congressional  action,  womd  need  changes.  Our  review  and  revisions  must  be  or- 
derly £ind  responsible. 

The  rural  America  of  today  is  different  from  that  of  the  1930's.  Agriculture  has 
undergone  many  changes,  some  positive  and  some  negative.  These  changes  have  not 
only  altered  the  way  agricultural  producers  earn  their  living  but  dramatically  trans- 
formed the  manner  in  which  we  all  live  and  conduct  our  business. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  we  review  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  "reinvention 
of  government"  as  proposed  by  the  current  administration,  it  would  be  instructive 
to  understand  the  meaning  of  the  word  "reinvent." 

The  dictionary  teUs  us  that  "to  invent"  can  either  mean  to  create  or  to  discover. 
"To  create"  implies  making  something  out  of  nothing  while  "to  discover"  implies 
finding  rather  than  making.  I  would  be  interested  to  know  how  the  Department  of 
Agricmture  interprets  the  term  "reinvent,"  in  the  context  of  its  departmental  reorga- 
nization proposal.  Are  you  proposing  to  find  more  government  by  rediscovering  it 
or  are  you  proposing  to  make  more  government  by  recreating  it? 

I  would  submit  that  the  answer  to  these  questions  will  make  a  substantial  dif- 
ference to  farmers  out  there  on  the  land — ^those  individuals  working  with  and  some- 
times against  Mother  Nature  trying  to  feed  themselves  and  the  rest  of  us. 

Mr.  Chairman,  last  year,  in  anticipation  of  the  1995  farm  bill  and  to  supplement 
the  USDA  organizational  review  initiated  by  Secretary  Madigan,  I  started  a  process 
that  has  been  very  instructive  to  date.  I  began  a  2-year  review  of  the  1990  farm 
biU  in  particular  and  the  Department  of  Agriculture  in  general  by  requesting  infor- 
mation from  the  various  agriculture  interests  in  my  State.  I  have  held,  and  will  con- 
tinue to  hold,  a  series  of  meetings  throughout  Idaho.  This  is  being  done  in  Idaho 
to  enable  me  to  be  instructed  by  Idahoans  regardingtheir  concerns,  needs  and  de- 
sires pertaining  to  the  Department  of  Agricmture.  This  process  has  proved  to  be 
very  helpful  and  I  am  sure  it  will  continue  to  be  so.  I  would  like  to  snare  some  of 
the  information  I've  gathered  with  the  committee  today  and  as  we  move  through 


iSee  page  136. 


10 

the  USDA  reorganization  and  the  1995  farm  bUl  process.  Some  of  my  questions  for 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  come  from  those  meetings. 

Part  of  my  review  of  USDA  and  the  farm  bill  involves  the  Government  employees 
charged  writh  implementing  the  laws  we  pass.  For  example,  I  requested  the  Idaho 
empfoyees  of  the  ASCS  to  give  me  comments  based  upon  their  years  of  experience. 
Collectively,  they  have  more  than  a  century  of  experience.  We  need  to  use  their  ex- 
perience and  that  of  farmers,  not  simply  as  a  resource  to  implement  mandates  from 
Washington,  DC,  but  as  a  resource  of  acquired  knowledge  from  years  of  hard,  on- 
the-job  education.  I  know  it  is  difficult  for  some  here  to  believe,  but  the  source  of 
all  knowledge  is  not  located  on  the  banks  of  the  Potomac  River. 

Tlie  Idaho  Association  of  ASCS  County  Ofiice  Employees  (lASCOE)  made  some 
very  constructive  recommendations.  For  example,  they  recommended  ofiice  consoli- 
dations/closures based  upon  their  knowledge  of  the  needs  of  Idaho  farmers  as  weU 
as  the  requirements  of  Government  employees.  They  suggested  ways  training  could 
be  improved  while  also  producing  savings.  I  would  uke  to  submit  their  complete  re- 
port as  a  part  of  the  record. 

Again,  I  congratulate  the  Department  and  this  committee  for  the  work  so  far  in 
this  effort.  There  is  a  real  need  for  improved  efficiency  at  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture in  order  to  reduce  the  frustration  of  farmers,  produce  savings  for  the  tax- 
payer, and  improve  the  working  conditions  of  Government  employees. 

This  issue  is  very,  very  important  to  American  agriculture.  I  have  several  ques- 
tions for  the  Department.  K  1  do  not  complete  the  questions  during  the  time  allot- 
ted, I  would  ask  that  the  remaining  questions  be  submitted  for  the  record.  Thank 
you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  look  forward  to  the  details  the  Department  has  to  offer  us 
regarding  their  legislative  proposal. 

Senator  Daschle. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  THOMAS  DASCHLE,  A  U.S.  SENATOR 

FROM  SOUTH  DAKOTA 

Senator  Daschle.  Thank  yon,  Mr.  Chairman.  Secretary  Espy, 
thank  you  for  being  here  this  morning.  Let  me  also  congratulate 
you  on  your  effort.  I  noticed  recently  that  one  of  the  newspapers 
rated  you  as  the  best  of  all  the  members  of  the  Cabinet,  an  A-plus, 
and  I  think  this  is  one  indication  of  why  that  is  deserved.  You  have 
begun  this  effort  a  long  time  ago.  It  is  now  part  of  the  entire 
reinventing  government  structure  and  I  think  it  is  essential  that 
you  succeed. 

Let's  face  it,  the  Department  of  Agriculture  is  topheavy  and  out 
of  touch.  As  it  exists,  I  think  it  belongs  in  the  adjacent  buildings 
on  the  Mall,  that  is,  in  the  Smithsonian  Institution,  not  where  it 
is  today.  It  is  a  relic  of  the  past.  USDA  has  more  employees  than 
the  entire  legislative  branch  of  Government,  and  that  is  an  indica- 
tion to  me  not  only  of  the  importance  of  the  Department,  but  also 
of  the  tremendous  bureaucracy  that  continues  to  pile  on  with  fewer 
and  fewer  direct  responsibilities. 

You  are  ^oing  to  face  a  lot  of  opposition;  in  my  view,  probably 
more  opposition  internally  than  externally,  and  there  will  be  many 
reasons  why  you  will  be  told  that  we  ought  not  proceed  in  the  man- 
ner that  you  have  suggested.  But  you  need  always  to  remember 
that  a  good  deal  is  at  stake  in  whether  or  not  you  succeed  or  fail. 

There  is  no  more  critical  department  in  all  of  Government  to 
demonstrate  that  we  can  function  efficiently.  You  are  the  face  of 
Government  in  most  of  the  rest  of  the  country.  You  are  the  face  of 
Government  in  South  Dakota,  in  North  Dakota,  and  throughout 
the  country  that  people  will  judge  whether  or  not  we  have  suc- 
ceeded. What  happens  here  has  extraordinary  ramifications  in  the 
rest  of  the  executive  branch. 

I  don't  need  to  remind  you  that  there  is  a  tremendous  amount 
of  cynicism  about  Government,  and  that  cynicism  will  continue  to 
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grow  should  we  fail  to  live  up  to  American  expectations  in  this  re- 
gard. Our  mission  with  you  is  to  demonstrate  that  we  can  govern 
effectively  by  doing  more  with  fewer  people.  In  that  effort,  I  want 
to  pledge  my  full  cooperation  and  wish  you  great  success. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much.  Senator  Daschle. 

Senator  Kerrey. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  J.  ROBERT  KERREY,  A  U.S.  SENATOR 

FROM  NEBRASKA 

Senator  Kerrey.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Mr.  Secretary,  wel- 
come to  the  committee  once  more.  I  want  to  echo  what  Senator 
Daschle  just  said.  I  think  that  there  is  broad  consensus  to  reorga- 
nize USDA.  Indeed,  I  think  the  cynicism  that  exists  out  there 
amongst  the  public  about  whether  or  not  we  can  get  this  done 
ought  to  cause  us  to  overcome  our  desire,  on  the  one  hand,  to  talk 
publicly  about  reorganizing  and  the  need  very  often  privately  to 
come  to  you  and  say,  yes,  we  like  this  idea  of  reorganizing,  but 
could  you  reorganize  some  place  other  than  in  our  congressional 
district  or  our  State,  particularly  if  there  is  an  adverse  impact  on 
the  number  of  offices  or  whatever  that  we  have. 

I  would  just  point  out,  Mr.  Secretary,  that  I  think  we  ought  to 
consider  a  fairly  aggressive  challenge,  including  the  possibilitv  that 
USDA  could  be  reorganized  in  such  a  fashion  that  it  may  no  longer 
exist  as  a  separate  department,  perhaps  even  to  the  point  that 
there  is  no  oversight  committee.  I  mean,  it  may  be  that  a  reassign- 
ment of  functions  could  occur  and  we  could  get  some  fairly  substan- 
tial savings  not  only  in  the  executive  branch  but  in  the  legislative 
branch.  I  am  not  sure  that  that  is  a  possibility,  but  I  think  we 
should  be  open  to  that  as  a  potential  outcome. 

Farmers  in  my  State  say  their  principal  concerns  are  with  in- 
come and  regulation.  Increasingly,  they  are  wondering  whether  or 
not  USDA  can  have  any  impact  upon  the  former  and  they  are  quite 
certain  that  USDA  very  often  adds  to  the  problems  that  they  have 
with  the  latter. 

If  I  were  to  listen  carefully,  as  I  attempt  to  do,  to  what  people 
are  talking  about  at  home,  the  nutritional  function,  the  effort  to 
help  children  get  the  kind  of  assistance  that  they  need  to  get  a 
healthy  start,  may  be  item  number  one  out  in  the  community. 
However,  as  one  examines  whether  or  not  that  belongs  in  USDA 
today,  it  is  difficult  to  make  the  case  that  we  ought  to  continue  the 
status  quo.  Given  what  we  are  doing  in  HHS  and  given  what  we 
are  doing  in  other  agencies,  it  may  be  that  in  order  to  give  people 
at  the  community  level  some  sense  that  there  is  unity  of  purpose, 
it  may  be  that  that  would  be  a  first  candidate  for  reassignment. 

I  would  just  say  to  you,  Mr.  Secretary,  I  think  this  reorganization 
effort  is  extremely  important  both  for  the  purpose  of  making  sure 
the  taxpayers  are  getting  their  money's  worth,  but  also  for  the  pur- 
pose of  making  certain  that  we  are  able  to  accomplish  the  impor- 
tant missions  that  are  contained  inside  of  USDA. 

So  I  applaud  your  aggressiveness  on  this  issue  and  I  pledge  to 
you  my  support  in  trying  to  make  sure  that  we  do  the  right  thing. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Harkin. 
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STATEMENT  OF  HON.  TOM  HARKIN,  A  U.S.  SENATOR  FROM 

IOWA 

Senator  Harkin.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Mr.  Secretary, 
again,  welcome,  and  I  join  my  colleagues  in  echoing  the  comments 
Senator  Daschle  made  in  regard  to  your  leadership.  I  believe  the 
course  that  you  have  plotted  here  can  indeed  set  the  standard  for 
other  departments  in  the  Federal  Grovernment. 

I  will  have  to  leave  here  shortly  because  I  have  to  be  in  my  labor 
and  health  committee  meeting  on  preventive  health  care  with  Sec- 
retary Shalala.  I  have  some  interest  in  that  area,  also,  but  I  want 
you  to  know  that  I  applaud  your  efforts  in  this  area  of  reorganizing 
and  restructuring  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  I  have  two  con- 
cerns, however,  that  I  would  hope  that  you  might  address. 

First,  as  Senator  Kerrey  said,  the  farmers*  main  concern  is  in- 
come right  now.  I  can  tell  you  that  is  true  in  my  area.  We  have 
had  some  devastating  floods  and  other  hardships  and  the  net  in- 
come of  farmers  is  going  down.  So  they  are  concerned  about  how 
they  are  going  to  make  money  from  their  crops  and  the  products 
that  they  raise. 

One  way  that  we  have  tried  to  move  in  new  directions  in  helping 
them  is  to  try  to  develop  new  products  and  new  markets.  Senator 
Conrad  and  I  worked  very  hard  to  put  in  the  1990  farm  bill  the 
Alternative  Agricultural  Research  and  Commercialization  program. 
We  believe  that  moving  into  new  products  and  commercializing 
them  will  give  farmers  a  new  way  of  marketing  whatever  they 
grow.  This  AARC  program,  as  you  know,  has  been  an  independent 
agency,  but  under  the  proposal  it  will  be  placed  under  the  Rural 
Business  and  Cooperative  Development  Service.  I  am  concerned 
about  that. 

Will  it  be  able  to  function  as  well  as  an  independent  agency,  as 
it  is  right  now,  if  it  is  put  under  the  Rural  Business  and  Coopera- 
tive Development  Service?  There  was  a  reason  we  made  it  inde- 
pendent and  put  it  right  under  the  Secretary  because  we  wanted 
the  Secretary  to  be  able  to  really  push  the  work  of  this  agency.  So 
I  have  a  question  about  that  and  I  would  like  to  confer  with  you 
at  some  point  later  about  that. 

Secondly,  at  the  local  level  for  years  we  have  had  the  farmer- 
elected  committee  system  to  supervise  and  administer  the  farm 
programs.  The  administration  plan  would  change  this  so  that  some 
of  them  are  appointed,  and  again  I  am  concerned  about  taking 
some  of  the  power  away  from  these  local  farmers  who  know  better 
the  impact  of  regulations  and  programs  in  their  local  area — know 
better  how  to  administer  some  of  these  programs. 

I  think  it  has  been  a  good  system.  Change  is  good,  but  change 
just  to  change  doesn't  really  achieve  anything  and  we  have  to  have 
some  clear  objectives.  I  am  concerned  about  taking  away  that  local 
farmer-elected  committee  system  and  making  those  appointed  posi- 
tions. Again,  I  would  like  to  discuss  that  with  you  in  the  future. 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  ask  that  my  full  statement  be  made 
a  part  of  the  record.  Secretary  Espy,  my  congratulations  to  you  on 
taking  on  a  very,  very  tough  task. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you. 
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[The  prepared  statement  of  Senator  Harkin  follows:] 

Statement  of  Senator  Tom  Harkin 

Thank  you  Mr.  Chairman,  and  welcome  Secretary  Espy  and  Deputy  Secretary 
Rominger.  The  time  has  certainly  come  to  begin  serious  work  on  legislation  substan- 
tially reorganizing  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  But  it  is  not  an  easy  row  that 
we  have  begun  to  hoe.  We  are  not  the  first  to  set  out  with  high  hopes  for  reforming 
the  Department  of  Agriculture — which  has  by  now  become  something  of  a  black  hole 
for  well-intentioned  reform  efforts.  The  stakes  have  become  far  too  high,  thoiigh,  for 
us  to  faU  short  in  our  efforts.  Both  taxpayers  and  the  clients  served  by  USDA  are 
now  demanding  pretty  much  the  same  thing:  less  waste,  inefficiency  and  bureauc- 
racy, and  more  service,  effectiveness,  and  simplicity  in  the  programs  that  USDA  ad- 
ministers. 

To  be  sure,  the  complexity  and  bureaucracy  that  have  become  USDA's  hallmark 
are  to  some  degree  a  function  of  its  numerous  missions  and  constituencies.  Abraham 
Lincoln's  words  describing  USDA  as  "the  people's  department"  are  as  pertinent 
today  as  they  were  in  1862,  since  the  activities  and  responsibilities  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture  touch  upon  the  lives  of  aU  Americans  in  one  way  or  another — 
from  farmers  and  rural  communities,  to  consumers  and  nutrition  program  partici- 
pants, to  conservationists  and  many  others. 

Reconciling  such  often  competing  interests  and  fulfilling  such  disparate  respon- 
sibilities is  an  enormous  task.  Yet  I  firmly  believe  that  we  need  a  Department  with 
such  breadth  and  scope  to  bring  an  integrated  and  comprehensive  approach  to  the 
whole  range  of  matters  revolving  around  food,  agriculture,  conservation  and  the  fab- 
ric of  rurm  America.  Our  policies  are  bound  to  Tail  if  USDA  lacks  the  ability  to  see 
and  act  upon  the  big  picture. 

And  that  brings  me  to  my  bottom  line:  I  believe  the  continuation  of  USDA  as  an 
effective  force  in  national  policy  on  food,  agriculture,  rural  development,  and  con- 
servation issues  hangs  in  the  balance  as  we  work  on  this  reorganization  legislation. 
I  certainly  am  not  suggesting  that  USDA  will  be  abolished  anytime  soon.  But  unless 
there  is  substantial  reform  that  replaces  waste,  inefBciency,  and  bureaucracy  with 
streamlined  delivery  of  cost-effective  programs  and  services,  USDA's  role  and  influ- 
ence is  almost  certain  to  diminish.  That  result  would  betray  Lincoln's  vision  for  a 
"people's  department."  It  would  be  a  damaging  blow  to  agriculture  and  rural  Amer- 
ica— and  really  to  everyone  in  our  Nation  who  depends  on  our  food  and  agriculture 
system. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Conrad. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  KENT  CONRAD,  A  U.S.  SENATOR  FROM 

NORTH  DAKOTA 

Senator  Conrad.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  First,  I  would  like 
to  thank  the  Secretary  for  the  really  superb  response  to  the  flood- 
ing problems  in  our  part  of  the  country.  We  had  areas  of  my  State 
that  had  six  times  the  normal  rainfall  and  very  substantial  losses, 
and  the  Secretary  was  kind  enough  to  come  to  North  Dakota  to  see 
firsthand  what  we  were  experiencing,  but,  beyond  that,  marshaled 
the  resources  of  the  Department  in  a  way  that  provided  a  very  ef- 
fective and  timely  response,  and  it  has  made  a  very  positive  im- 
pression in  the  State  of  North  Dakota  of  the  Government's  ability 
to  respond  to  a  crisis. 

I  have  not  been  able  to  say  this  to  you  publicly,  Mr.  Secretary, 
but  I  do  want  to  thank  you  and  commend  you  for  the  excellent  job 
that  you  did.  It  is  easy  for  us  to  be  critical,  and  sometimes  we 
spend  a  lot  of  our  time  here  criticizing  people  who  are  running 
Government  agencies.  But  when  people  really  come  through  as  you 
did,  I  think  they  deserve  to  hear  the  other  side,  and  you  deserve 
it. 

The  second  thing  I  wanted  to  mention  is  I  think  you  have  been 
right  on  target  in  terms  of  concentrating  on  reorganization  starting 
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at  the  top.  I  think  that  sends  a  message  that  is  a  very  important 
one  because  I  think,  just  as  you  have  said,  USDA  is  bloated  at  the 
top.  I  think  everybody  beheves  that;  I  think  it  is  true. 

I  think  the  fact  that  you  said  we  are  not  going  to  start  cutting 
all  across  the  country  places  that  provide  services  to  farmers  until 
and  unless  we  begin  right  at  the  top — I  just  want  to  say  I  think 
you  are  right  on  target  starting  there,  but  we  also  know  that  there 
have  got  to  be  adjustments  out  in  the  field. 

I  just  had  a  friend  of  mine  who  is  in  New  Jersey,  an 
agribusinessman,  tell  me  that  he  called  the  local  ASCS  office  to  see 
if  ASCS  and  FmHA  are  still  working  in  the  county.  It  is  a  very 
urban,  industrialized  county.  Sure  enough,  there  they  are.  He 
called  them  up  and  he  says,  what  do  you  do  down  there?  They  said, 
well,  we  don't  have  much  to  do.  The  truth  is  they  don't  have  any- 
thing to  do,  they're  shuffling  paper. 

The  proposal  that  you  are  putting  in  front  of  us  to  reorganize, 
starting  at  the  top,  but  continuing  across  the  country,  I  think,  is 
an  important  one  to  restore  confidence  in  Government  at  every 
level. 

Let  me  just  conclude  by  saying  the  proposal  that  you  and  I  ad- 
vanced last  year  for  a  USDA  national  appeals  division — we  have 
the  bill  ready,  and  I  would  like,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  include  a  copy 
of  my  statement,  as  well  as  a  letter  of  support  from  a  series  of  agri- 
cultural organizations  for  this  proposal,  and  I  am  hopeful  we  are 
able  to  include  it  in  the  bill  that  we  will  be  marking  up  on  reorga- 
nization later  this  month.  2 

The  Chairman.  Without  objection. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Senator  Conrad  follows:] 

Statement  of  Senator  Kent  Conrad 

Mr.  Secretary,  I  wish  to  express  my  support  for  your  efforts  to  reorganise  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  my  appreciation  for  the  goals  you  have  put  forth  in 
this  endeavor. 

The  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  has  grown  into  a  huge  organization  with  du- 
ties that  have  evolved  over  a  long  period  of  time.  The  efforts  of  the  Department  in 
bringing  to  the  public  a  safe,  affordable  food  supply  are  commendable.  I  must  say 
that  its  efforts  in  ensuring  a  stable  income  for  family-size  producers  are  somewhat 
less  commendable,  albeit  driven  mostly  by  Congress. 

Let  me  express  my  sincere  thanks  for  your  commitment  and  the  commitment  of 
the  Department  in  responding  to  the  flooding  in  North  Dakota  and  other  Mid- 
western States  this  year.  The  conditions  created  problems  never  before  seen  in 
North  Dakota,  and  hopefully  never  seen  again.  Your  Department  worked  efficiently 
and  effectively  in  providing  relief  to  those  in  need.  Most  appreciated  is  the  flexibility 
and  authority  you  allowed  local  officials  to  exercise.  I  wUl  use  this  experience  as  an 
example  of  Government  working  well,  and  I  believe  you've  created  momentum  for 
your  reorganization  efforts  by  this  prompt  response. 

In  addition,  I  believe  your  response  to  the  Midwest  disaster  came  at  an  important 
time  from  the  standpoint  of  the  budget  environment  we  are  all  operating  under. 
There  are  no  Federal  dollars  to  spare  in  any  Department  and  being  able  to  operate 
quickly  in  this  environment  is  the  most  dilBcult  step  if  we  are  to  succeed  in  stream- 
lining not  only  USDA  but  other  Departments  as  well. 

I  am  pleased  that  the  first  mission  listed  in  your  statement  this  morning  was  that 
of  service  to  farmers  and  ranchers.  There  is  perhaps  no  better  message  that  you 
could  send  to  the  producers  in  North  Dakota  and  other  agriculture-dependent 
States.  Agriculture  produces  40  percent  of  North  Dakota's  economic  activity,  thus 
the  decisions  made  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  ACTiculture  have  a  direct  effect  on 
the  prosperity  of  my  State.  That  is  why  you  and  I  speak  and  correspond  so  often, 


2  See  page  134  for  the  letter. 
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and  that  is  why  the  reorganization  effort  you  have  put  forth — and  the  way  in  which 
it  is  achieved — will  be  of  ereat  interest  to  me. 

I  have  run  an  agency  Before.  Granted,  the  North  Dakota  Tax  Conunissioner's  of- 
fice is  not  nearly  as  large  as  USDA,  but  I  understand  the  decisions  you  need  to 
make.  I  would  like  to  convey  my  deep  interest  in  seeing  real,  measurable  cuts  in 
the  Washington  offices  of  USDA.  Agriculture  has  already  led  the  way  in  making  se- 
rious reductions  in  program  expenditures.  Although  I  would  have  preferred  that  ag- 
riculture had  not  been  in  that  leadership  position,  I  am  firmly  in  favor  of  making 
reductions  within  the  Washington  offices  to  achieve  budget  savings  and  efficiency 
within  USDA. 

I  would  like  to  comment  on  one  particular  proposal  I  have  spent  a  great  deal  of 
time  working  on,  as  have  you,  Mr.  Secretary.  I  nope  to  pass  as  part  of  the  USDA 
reorcanization  a  bill  I  introduced,  S.  1425,  the  USDA  National  Appeals  Division 
(USDA-NAD)  Act  of  1993.  Congressman  Tim  Johnson  has  introduced  companion 
legislation,  H.R.  2950,  in  the  House.  This  legislation  will  consolidate  and  improve 
the  appeals  systems  of  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 
(ASCS),  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  (CCC),  the  Farmers  Home  Administra- 
tion (FmHA),  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  (FCIC),  the  Rural  Develop- 
ment Administration  (RDA)  and  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  (SCS). 

The  urgent  need  for  this  lemslation  is  reflected  in  its  support  by  the  following 
groups:  American  Agriculture  Movement;  American  Association  of  Crop  Insurers; 
American  Federal  of  Government  Employees;  Center  for  Rural  Affairs;  Communicat- 
ing for  Agriculture;  Council  for  Rural  Housing  and  Development;  National  Associa- 
tion of  Home  Builders;  National  Association  of  Wheat  Growers;  National  Com 
Growers  Association;  National  Family  Farm  Coalition;  National  Farmers  Organiza- 
tion; National  Farmers  Union;  and  National  Rural  Housing  Coalition. 

I  would  like  to  submit  for  the  record  a  copy  of  a  letter  cosigned  by  many  of  these 
groups  which  urges  passage  of  this  bill,  a 

As  many  of  vou  know,  Secretary  Espy  was  the  House  sponsor  of  last  year's  ver- 
sion of  this  bill.  He  has  included  some  components  of  this  oill  in  his  reorganization 
legislation.  I  look  forward  to  working  with  tne  Secretary  and  my  colleagues  to  enact 
S.  1425. 

Secretary  Espy,  thank  you  for  your  efforts  to  streamline  the  Washington  offices 
of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture.  It  is  long  overdue.  I  hope  to  work  closely 
with  you  in  this  effort. 

Senator  Heflin. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  HOWELL  HEFLIN,  A  U.S.  SENATOR  FROM 

ALABAMA 

Senator  Heflin.  Well,  I  want  to  congratulate  you,  Mr.  Secretary. 
You  are,  I  believe,  the  first  department  out  of  the  chute  in  regard 
to  reinventing  government.  Everybody  else  is  still  studying  and 
cogitating  and  looking  at  all  of  these  things,  but  you  are  already 
on  the  go.  So  we  congratulate  you  for  being  number  one  in  the  ap- 
proach toward  reinventing  government. 

I  think  you  are  on  the  right  track  of  consolidation.  The  only  thing 
I  would  like  to  do  is  on  the  one  where  housing  has  got  something 
to  do  with  it,  I  think  we  ought  to  have  the  words  "rural  housing." 
There  are  so  many  agencies  in  the  Federal  Government  that  you 
read  about  and  you  can't  figure  out  what  they  do,  and  we  have  got 
this  matter  about  rural  housing  which  is  vitally  needed  and  I 
would  just,  some  way  or  another,  like  to  change  the  name  of  the 
agency  where  you  have  got  "rural  housing"  involved  in  it  in  some 
way. 

I  think  while  we  are  reinventing  government,  we  also  have  got 
to  look  at  some  of  the  major  problems  facing  rural  America.  As  you 
well  know,  and  as  I  know,  and  has  we  have  discussed,  there  is  a 
tremendous  amount  of  poverty  and  lack  of  economic  development 
in  the  rural  sections  of  the  country  and,  in  particular,  in  our  South 


3  See  page  134. 
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land.  We  have  got  counties  in  Mississippi  and  counties  in  Alabama 
in  which  there  are  just  people — well,  the  major  business  is  Federal 
assistance,  food  stamps,  other  things.  Somehow  or  another,  we 
have  got  to  be  able  to  approach  it. 

The  Mississippi  Delta  Commission,  of  course,  approached  some  of 
these  areas,  but  there  are  a  lot  of  areas  that  are  not  covered  across 
the  country  where  all  the  statistics  that  you  would  look  at  would 
indicate  that  there  is  still  a  lot  of  need  of  help  in  regard  to  that. 

But  I  congratulate  you.  You  are  moving  at  the  top.  I  think  in  the 
consolidation  of  the  various  offices  in  counties  and  in  the  States, 
we  need  some  mechanism  by  which  they  can  be  heard  and  re- 
viewed. I  have  talked  to  Secretary  Moose  recently  about  this  and 
there  are  some  things  that  could  be  done  that  I  think  it  would 
make  it  more  understandable  and  give  people  a  right  to  have  some 
voice  in  it.  Sometimes,  there  are  matters  that  arise  that  we,  on  the 
face  of  it,  don't  recognize,  and  so  there  is  some  type  of  a  mecha- 
nism, maybe  an  appeal,  that  they  would  have. 

Nevertheless,  you  are  on  the  right  track.  We  congratulate  you. 
Keep  on  being  number  one  out  of  the  chute  and  we  will  reinvent 
government. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Secretary,  the  chute  is  open.  Go  ahead. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  MIKE  ESPY,  SECRETARY  OF  AGRI- 
CULTURE,  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE,  WASHING- 
TON, DC;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  RICHARD  ROMINGER,  DEPUTY 
SECRETARY  OF  AGRICULTURE;  STEPHEN  DEWHURST,  DI- 
RECTOR, OFFICE  OF  BUDGET  AND  POLICY  ANALYSIS;  AND  J. 
MICHAEL  KELLY,  ASSOCIATE  GENERAL  COUNSEL  FOR  LEG- 
ISLATION, LITIGATION,  RESEARCH,  AND  OPERATIONS,  OF- 
FICE OF  GENERAL  COUNSEL 

Secretary  Espy.  Senator  Leahy,  Senator  Lugar,  and  to  each  and 
every  member  of  this  committee,  I  am  delighted  to  be  here.  I  thank 
you  for  the  opportunity  of  allowing  me  to  testify  and  to  bring  the 
full  complement  of  top  officers  from  the  USDA,  Deputy  Secretary 
Rich  Rominger,  who  is  the  principal  officer  in  charge  for  this  reor- 
ganization effort;  Mr.  Steve  Dewhurst,  whom  you  know  to  be  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Budget;  and  Mike  Kelly,  our  principal  legal  af- 
fairs officer  here. 

I  appreciate  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  calling  this  hearing  so 
promptly  and  for  this  committee  assembling  in  force.  I  would  ex- 
tend greetings  to  my  senior  Senator,  Senator  Cochran,  from  Mis- 
sissippi. I  don't  know  whether  to  call  him  Senator  Cochran  or  Min- 
nesota Fats  because  we,  Mr.  Chairman,  shared  a  pool  table  for 
about  3  hours  last  weekend,  and  I  assure  this  committee  that  he 
is  a  man  of  considerable  talent.  [Laughter.] 

The  Chairman.  We  have  wondered  just  what  the  two  of  you  did 
in  your  misspent  youth  and  now  we  know. 

Senator  Cochran.  I  don't  believe  I  would  have  told  that,  Mike. 
[Laughter.] 

Secretary  Espy.  The  people  of  Mississippi  know  that  you  are  a 
great  Senator. 

The  Chairman.  The  word  will  never  get  out  of  this  room,  Thad. 
[Laughter.] 
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Secretary  Espy.  Senator  Grassley  talked  about  Sisyphus.  As  he 
was  recounting  that  story,  I  am  reminded,  Mr.  Chairman,  of  a 
story  that  my  father  used,  to  tell.  My  father  was  a  Sunday  school 
teacher  in  Mississippi  and  he  told  the  story  of  a  young  preacher 
who  was  just  out  of  the  seminary  and  got  his  first  church  and  de- 
liberated at  length  on  his  first  sermon.  On  the  first  Sunday  of  that 
month,  he  chose  as  his  topic,"repent."  It  was  a  great  sermon.  He 
was  widely  applauded,  but  he  returned  each  subsequent  Sunday 
with  the  same  message,  "repent." 

The  congregation  became  a  bit  restless,  bored  even,  and  certainly 
vexed,  and  they  asked  the  deacons  to  approach  the  young  minister 
and  ask  him  if  he  would  change  his  sermon,  add  some  variation. 
They  asked  him  to  do  that,  but  the  very  next  Sunday  he  came  back 
with  the  same  theme,  "repent."  The  deacon  board  met  and  decided 
that  the  preacher  deserved  more  training,  so  they  paid  to  have  him 
recalled  to  the  seminary  where  he  underwent  another  semester  of 
training.  But  then  he  returned,  and  the  very  next  Sunday  after  re- 
turning, again  preached  the  sermon  "repent." 

So  the  main  deacon  took  him  by  the  shoulder  and  said,  you 
know,  why  are  you  repeating  the  same  sermon;  we  are  asking  you 
to  change  and  you  are  not  changing.  He  said,  well,  brother  deacon, 
unless  you  repent,  there  is  no  need  for  me  to  say  anything  else. 

I  mention  that  because  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  you  Senator 
Lugar,  have  been  gently  persuading,  and  then  more  forcefully  tell- 
ing the  Department  to  change,  to  repent,  over  a  number  of  years, 
and  I  am  afraid  that  in  many  ways  we  just  didn't  get  it.  We  didn't 
change  fast  enough,  quick  enough.  We  did  not  do  that.  It  was  pret- 
ty much  business  as  usual  down  at  the  USDA. 

I  read  a  story  in  a  local  newspaper  last  week  of  an  ASCS  county 
manager  having  been  approached  by  a  reporter  about  all  these 
changes  rumored  to  be  taking  place  at  the  USDA  headquarters 
level,  and  he  said  that  it  is  true,  my  office  only  serves  3  farmers, 
and  it  is  also  true  that  4  times  in  the  last  3  decades  I  heard  that 
my  office  would  be  mandated  to  close,  once  in  the  1970's,  twice  in 
the  1980's,  and  once  in  the  1990's,  and  he  said,  but  this  time  I  am 
afraid  they  mean  it.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  do  mean  it,  we  do  mean  it.  We  are  here  to  go 
into  some  detail  on  this  reorganization  proposal.  The  USDA  is  too 
large.  We  have  14,000  offices  in  the  U.S.  and  across  the  world.  In 
the  United  States,  Senator  Lugar,  we  have  11,000  offices,  county 
offices,  but  you  gentlemen  are  all  aware  that  we  only  have  about 
3,300  counties  in  America.  So  I  am  afraid  that  we  are  obligated  to 
downsize,  and  I  will  do  so. 

I  have  a  very  lengthy  proposal.  I  would  like  not  to  impose  upon 
this  committee  by  reaaing  every  word,  but  if  you  will  allow  me  to 
summarize  and  have  the  total  text  included  in  the  record,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  appreciate  it.  4 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you.  It  will  be. 

Secretary  Espy.  The  USDA  is  pretty  large.  With  outlays  of  more 
than  $60  billion,  the  Department  has  the  fourth  largest  budget  of 
any  Federal  agency.  If  it  were  a  bank,  it  would  rank  certainly  as 
one  of  the  largest  banks  in  the  country,  rivaling  Citibank.  We  have 


4  See  page  61  for  Secretary  Espys  prepared  statement 
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a  portfolio  of  over  $120  billion,  and  we  are,  of  course,  a  multistate, 
multicountry  operation. 

We  have  14,000  offices,  more  than  112,000  employees,  and  our 
missions,  as  suggested  by  Senator  Cochran,  do  include  much  more 
than  production  agriculture — international  trade,  the  health  and 
nutrition  of  Americans,  the  safety  of  our  food  supply,  the  care  and 
nurturing  of  our  environment.  We  are  the  principal  mouthpiece  for 
rural  America,  and  we  have  considerable  work  to  do  in  the  area  of 
research,  economics,  and  education. 

So  we  do  have  a  challenge.  The  challenge  to  me  as  Secretary  and 
the  challenge  to  this  committee,  with  jurisdiction  over  the  USDA, 
is  how  to  accomplish  and  how  to  help  us  accomplish  our  many  and 
varied  missions  in  an  efficient  and  an  effective  way,  and  how  to 
provide  appropriate  and  meaningful  services  to  American  citizens 
in  a  fiscally  responsible  manner. 

I  would  ask  this  committee,  just  like  I  asked  all  of  the  USDA  em- 
ployees over  a  series  of  speeches  I  have  made  lately,  to  focus  less 
on  acronyms  and  more  on  mission  because  what  we  would  like  to 
do  is  to  reform  and  present  an  organizational  structure  targeted  to 
the  delivery  of  services,  focusing  toward  the  21st  century  and  away 
from  just  Decoming  satisfied  with  the  status  quo  or  now  things 
used  to  be. 

I  have  been  asked  about  process,  what  process  did  we  use  to  get 
us  to  this  point  this  morning.  I  would  just  say  to  this  committee 
that  our  process  has  been  intensive.  It  builds  upon  the  previous  ef- 
forts of  many  people,  former  Secretary  Madigan  and  many  mem- 
bers of  this  very  committee.  Senator  Lugar  and  you,  Senator 
Leahy. 

Our  process  has  been  coordinated  by  our  Deputy  Secretary,  Rich 
Rominger,  and  he  does  deserve  tremendous  credit  for  bringing  us 
to  this  point.  We  have  talked  to  employees.  We  have  talked  to  field 
workers  about  these  prospects.  We  have  talked  with  Senators  and 
members  of  the  House,  with  interest  groups,  with  customers,  with 
farmers,  with  consumers.  I  have  had  town  hall  meetings  and  radio 
interviews  and  radio  call-in  shows. 

In  June,  we  held  a  reorganization  retreat  with  our  subcabinet  in 
Annapolis,  Maryland,  and  we  talked  about  how  best  to  define  and 
focus  the  missions  of  the  USDA.  To  get  to  that  point,  we  utilized 
a  technique  used  in  the  courtroom,  you  know,  where  you  shut  the 
door  and  you  sequester  witnesses  outside  the  hearing  of  one  an- 
other. We  called  the  subcabinet  in  and  we  had  each  adminis- 
trator— we  have  43  administrators — we  had  each  of  these  adminis- 
trators in  to  talk  to  the  subcabinet  one  by  one  to  tell  us  what  they 
did. 

It  was  amazing,  after  sitting  there  even  just  an  hour,  that  we 
heard  all  kinds  of  duplication  and  repetition,  and  that  led  us  to 
construct  a  proposal  to  eliminate  duplication  and  repetition.  That 
is  how  we  have  gotten  to  this  point  today. 

I  would  like  to  applaud  the  Vice  President  and  his  National  Per- 
formance Review.  I  personally  presented  this  proposal  to  him  and 
to  the  NPR  staff,  and  they  have  embraced  this  proposal.  They  have 
supported  our  proposals,  with  one  well-known  exception,  and  they 
ioin  me  in  ur^^ng  you  to  adopt  this  proposal,  again  with  one  well- 
known  exception. 
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I  want  to  emphasize  that  this  proposal  submitted  to  ConCTess  ad- 
dresses only  the  reorganization  of  the  Washington-level  bureauc- 
racy. In  my  discussions  with  you,  Senator  Leahy,  and  Mr,  Lugar 
and  just  about  every  member  of  this  committee,  we  talked  about 
that.  We  wanted  to  reorganize  Washington  first,  but  we  are  not 
going  to  stop  in  our  effort  to  reorganize  the  county  offices. 

I  have  even  talked  about  the  proposal  that  we  are  using  to  do 
this,  and  I  have  given  us  a  deadline  to  submit  a  county  reorganiza- 
tion proposal  by  the  middle  of  this  month.  We  think  that  we  are 
going  to  meet  that  deadline,  and  once  having  reviewed  it  personally 
I  will  be  in  to  see  every  one  of  you  to  talk  about  how  this  proposed 
reorganization  county  plan  will  impact  your  State  and  certain 
county  and  district  offices. 

I  hope  you  recognize,  though,  that  we  are  not  coming  here  with 
a  study.  We  are  not  going  to  delay  any  longer  with  any  kind  of  a 
study.  We  have  had  many  studies — the  Madigan  study,  the  0MB 
study,  the  GAO  study.  We  have  had  many  studies,  and  now  we 
think  it  is  time  to  move  forward  with  this  proposal,  subject  to  your 
review,  of  course. 

I  would  like  just  to  talk  about  these  missions,  six  missions  in  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.  The  first  mission  is  service  to  farmers 
and  ranchers.  What  we  like  to  do  is  to  create  two  agencies  under 
the  leadership  of  the  Under  Secretary  for  Farm  and  International 
Trade  Services.  We  want  to  create  an  FSA,  a  farmer  service  admin- 
istration, which  will  simplify  and  improve  our  service  to  producers 
by  creating  a  single  agency,  the  Farm  Service  Agency,  responsible 
for  commodity  price  income  support  programs,  agricultural  loan 
programs,  and  crop  insurance.  In  other  words,  we  just  want  to 
merge  what  is  now  the  ASCS,  that  part  of  the  Farmers  Home  Ad- 
ministration responsible  for  loans  and  farm  services  and  credit  op- 
portunities and  the  like,  and  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corpora- 
tion— to  merge  all  those  into  the  Farm  Service  Agency. 

This  FSA  will  provide  our  Department  with  a  one-stop  shop, 
which  will  trumpet  the  theme  that  we  hope  will  be  attained  out 
into  the  field  with  one-stop  shops  in  single-service  locations. 

International  Trade  Service  is  also  within  this  FSA.  To  better 
help  our  farmers  and  ranchers  secure  the  growing  opportunities  of 
the  world  market,  we  hope  to  combine  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service  and  the  Office  of  International  Cooperation  and  Develop- 
ment, the  OICD,  into  a  new  International  Trade  Service. 

There  has  been  increased  recognition  in  recent  years  that  eco- 
nomic development  in  middle-income  and  developing  countries  is 
important  to  our  long-term  market  development  objectives.  OICD's 
programs  in  agriculture  cooperation  and  development  complement 
the  export  promotion  and  market  development  activities  of  FAS. 
So,  by  merging  these  two  agencies,  we  will  improve  the  coordina- 
tion of  USDA's  international  activities  and  we  hope  it  will  serve  to 
strengthen  them. 

What  we  are  trying  to  do  is  to  downsize  from  43  divisions,  43 
separate  agencies — in  times  past,  they  have  considered  themselves 
as  autonomous  and  independent — and  move  it  from  43  down  to  30. 
Of  course,  we  have  separate  administrative  and  support  services, 
and  we  hope  to  downsize  these  from  14  separate  support  staffs  into 
6  administrative  units  at  the  under  and  assistant  secretary  level. 
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What  I  would  like  to  do,  again,  before  I  go  any  further,  because 
I  know  that  this  is  a  question  being  asked  all  over  the  country,  and 
particularly  in  this  committee,  is  how  we  will  present  the  proposal 
on  county  closures.  We  took  the  Madigan  proposal  and  we  reviewed 
it,  but  we  also  asked  the  new  State  directors  for  ASCS  and  Farm- 
ers Home  to  submit  their  recommendations  to  us,  and  now  I  be- 
lieve we  have  gotten  all  of  them  into  the  Washington  level  and  we 
are  reviewing  them  at  present. 

I  hope  next  week  that  we  will  be  able  to  present  to  you  on  an 
individual  basis  our  suggestions  as  to  how  we  would  like  to  close 
these  county  offices,  with  certain  criteria  in  mind — the  number  of 
farmers  served  by  this  present  office,  the  cost  of  the  present  organi- 
zation, the  cost  of  closure,  knowing  that  we  have  got  to  be  sensitive 
to  the  impact  of  what  these  closures  will  do  to  the  economic  struc- 
ture of  that  locality.  We  do  not  want  to  harm  rural  America. 

The  second  function  is  related  to  rural  development.  A  core  mis- 
sion of  our  Department  is  to  promote  economic  and  community  de- 
velopment in  rural  areas.  By  law,  we  are  the  lead  coordinating 
agency  of  the  executive  branch  for  rural  development  activities,  so 
we  do  have  a  mission  to  improve  the  quality  of  life  in  rural  Amer- 
ica and  to  ensure  that  it  has  the  resources  to  compete  in  our  global 
economy. 

We  would  like  to  accomplish  a  reorganization  of  our  rural  devel- 
opment effort  by  creating  an  Under  Secretary  for  Rural  Economic 
and  Community  Development  which  will  have  3  agencies  under  it. 
Each  agency  will  focus  on  a  critical  area  of  need:  number  one,  the 
need  for  rural  utility  service;  the  second,  Senator  Heflin,  for  hous- 
ing and  community  development  investments;  and  then  thirdly,  the 
very  important  mission  of  business  and  economic  development. 

This  structure  will  enable  each  agency  to  develop  and  expand  on 
existing  expertise,  deliver  program  services,  and  provide  outreach 
to  assist  rural  communities  to  address  the  challenges  of  the  next 
century.  The  Rural  Utilities  Service  will  combine  the  REA  and  the 
RDA,  the  telephone  and  electric  programs  of  these  agencies,  and 
the  water  and  waste  disposal  programs,  to  aggregate  what  is  left 
over  from  the  remaining  Farmers  Home  services  into  that  one 
subagency. 

We  would  then  like  to  create  a  Rural  Community  Development 
Service  that  will  combine  the  Farmers  Home  rural  housing  pro- 
grams with  those  in  the  REA  and  those  in  the  RDA,  and  all  the 
various  rural  community  loan  programs  of  USDA;  then,  thirdly,  the 
new  Rural  Business  and  Cooperative  Service,  which  will  include 
the  business  development  programs  that  are  now  housed  all  over 
the  place — RDA,  REA,  AARC,  the  Agriculture  Cooperative  Service, 
and  the  Alternative  Agricultural  Research  and  Commercialization 
Center. 

The  third  mission  is  food,  nutrition,  and  consumer  services — a 
very  important  mission.  One  out  of  every  10  people  in  America  rely 
on  food  stamps  to  obtain  an  adequate  diet.  Twenty-four  million 
school  children  receive  a  healthy  lunch  and/or  breakfast  every  day 
through  our  school  lunch  and  school  breakfast  programs.  And,  of 
course,  we  administer  the  WIC  program,  which  gives  pregnant 
women  and  mothers  of  young  children  access  to  specialized  diet 
and  nutrition  education. 
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So,  yes,  we  do  have  upwards  of  a  $60  billion  budget.  And,  yes, 
it  is  true  that  about  2  percent  of  our  population  are  fanners,  but 
America  really  needs  to  understand  what  Senator  Cochran  has  al- 
ready said  that  54  percent  of  our  budget  is  spent  now  on  these  var- 
ious food  and  nutrition  programs  for  those  Americans  in  need. 

So  it  is  my  hope  that  by  emphasizing  this  aspect  of  our  service, 
we  can  do  it  by  elevating  in  the  hierarchy  the  current  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Food  and  Consumer  Services  to  make  it  an  Under 
Secretary  for  Food,  Nutrition,  and  Consumer  Services  because  by 
doing  so  we  think  that  we  will  enhance  the  visibility  and  the  edu- 
cation, and  therefore  suggest  to  America  that  we  think  this  is  a 
very  important  function. 

We  will  create  a  Food  and  Consumer  Service  by  combining  the 
current  Food  and  Nutrition  Service,  FNS,  with  the  current  Office 
of  the  Consumer  Adviser.  The  current  Human  Nutrition  Informa- 
tion Service  will  be  renamed  the  Nutrition  Research  and  Education 
Service,  and  the  intent  of  the  name  change  is  to  better  state  our 
goal  of  merging  nutritional  education  with  our  food  delivery  pro- 
grams. We  are  going  to  do  many  other  things,  like  improving  the 
data  on  food  intake  and  usage  and  improving  our  survey  capacity 
and  the  like. 

The  fourth  mission  is  conservation  and  environment  programs. 
That  is  very  key,  and  it  is  certainly  the  mission  that  will  be  of  in- 
creasing importance  in  the  next  farm  bill  and  as  we  move  forward 
into  the  next  century.  Again,  many  in  the  general  public  are  un- 
aware that  the  Forest  Service  is  a  component  of  the  USDA,  and 
they  are  unaware  that  the  Forest  Service  has  about  3  out  of  every 
10  USDA  employees.  They  are  again  unaware  that  the  USDA  is 
the  largest  provider  of  recreation  in  the  country  through  our  na- 
tional forests. 

But  we  have  equally  important  responsibilities  in  the  area  of  soil 
and  water  conservation.  We  operate  the  wetlands  reserve  and  the 
conservation  reserve  programs,  and  we  need  to  be  reorganized  to 
meet  these  responsibilities  in  a  coordinated  and  effective  way.  We 
think  we  can  do  this  by  reorganizing  under  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Natural  Resources  and  Environment  a  new  Natural  Resources 
Conservation  Service,  which  will  be  established  by  combining  the 
current  SCS,  the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  and  the  conservation 
cost  share  programs  of  the  current  ASCS. 

The  proposal  to  move  the  ASCS  conservation  programs  to  the 
new  NRCS  has  been  questioned,  but  we  still  believe  that  this  is  an 
appropriate  way  to  go  because  it  gives  that  agency  the  full  range 
of  policy  and  program  tools  needed  to  carry  out  its  broad  mandate 
to  work  with  farmers  and  to  keep  agriculture-related  soil  and  water 
resource  problems  to  a  minimum.  Again,  our  approach  here  is  to 
consolidate  by  category  and  by  mission  and  not  to  continue  the  sta- 
tus quo. 

The  Forest  Service  will  stay  essentially  the  same,  although  I  will 
tell  you  that  we  have  been  contemplating  a  change  in  leadership 
in  the  office  of  the  chief  of  the  Forest  Service.  I  hope  that  we  will 
have  a  change  in  leadership  because  I  think  the  problem  there  is 
not  just  structure,  but  leadership,  knowing  that  it  will  also  be 
downsized.  When  we  reduce  the  work  force  by  7,500,  the  Forest 
Service  will  also  be  impacted  in  a  reduction  in  work  force. 
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The  fifth  mission:  food  quahty  and  safety.  I  will  just  say  very 
briefly  that  it  is  a  program  of  ours  to  ensure  the  quality  and  safety 
of  food.  We  are  continuing  significant  efforts  to  review  the  way 
these  programs  operate,  and  I  am  personally  committed  to  doing 
all  I  can  to  maintain  and  heighten  the  safety  and  quality  of  our 
Nation's  food  supply. 

I  am  on  record  as  saying  that  I  think  it  needs  to  remain  in  the 
USDA  because  we  have  an  approach  that  we  think  is  comprehen- 
sive, that  develops  the  safety  component  from  farm  to  table,  which 
I  think  only  USDA  can  do.  We  have  to  improve,  we  have  to  mod- 
ernize. We  cannot  continue  to  inspect  meat  and  poultry  in  1993  the 
same  way  we  did  it  in  1933,  but  again  I  would  rather  that  function 
remain  in  the  most  appropriate  place,  which,  in  my  opinion,  is 
USDA.  However,  as  you  know,  others  think  otherwise,  and  if  it 
happens  I  will  be  the  first  one  to  load  the  U-Haul  trailer  if  it  hap- 
pens. But  until  it  happens,  I  would  rather  just  keeping  moving  for- 
ward. 

Lastly  is  the  research  and  economics  mission — to  perform  and 
support  agricultural  research  and  to  conduct  economic  analysis  on 
issues  falling  under  our  broad  mandate.  We  also  have  a  key  role 
in  delivering  education  programs  which  are  vital  to  farmers,  ranch- 
ers and  consumers  throughout  the  United  States,  so  we  think  that 
we  can  strengthen  our  traditionally  strong  research  and  education 
programs  by  consolidating  research,  economics  and  education  into 
three  agencies  under  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Research  and  Eco- 
nomics. So,  here,  we  are  pretty  much  merging  one  complete  divi- 
sion. 

The  Assistant  Secretary  for  Economics,  as  you  know,  has  not 
been  hired,  and  that  was  in  contemplation  of  this  move.  We  want 
to  merge  that  office  into  the  research  and  education  to  create  an 
Agricultural  Research  and  Education  Service  which  will  combine 
the  present  ARS,  the  Extension  Service,  the  Cooperative  State  Re- 
search Service,  and  the  National  Agricultural  Library,  This  com- 
bination will  strengthen  the  linkages  between  our  Federal  and  uni- 
versity-based research  programs  and  enhance  the  transfer  of  new 
technology. 

The  new  Agricultural  Economic  Service  combines  the  Economic 
Research  Service  and  the  Office  of  Energy.  Lastly,  the  National  Ag- 
ricultural Statistics  Service,  which  will  include  the  economic  man- 
agement staff,  will  also  report  to  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Re- 
search and  Economics. 

So  these  are  the  six  programmatic  missions  and  the  structure 
which  we  believe  will  provide  the  best  service  to  our  customers  to 
accomplish  these  missions.  But  we  know  that  the  mission  structure 
will  not  succeed  if  we  don't  do  a  better  job  of  management,  so  for 
that  reason  the  support  functions  will  also  be  reorganized. 

We  have  a  CFO  now — we  hope  to  have  a  CFO,  rather,  to  direct 
the  financial  management  activities  of  the  Department  and  to  work 
with  the  agencies  to  make  these  needed  changes.  There  will  also 
be  a  chief  economist  to  advise  the  Secretary  on  economic  issues  im- 
portant to  our  missions. 

I  have  talked  about  this  Office  of  Communications.  We  have  now 
1,000  public  affairs  officers  presently  hired.  I  think  that  is  too 
many,  so  we  want  to  consolidate  the  public  affairs  function  into  a 
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new  Assistant  Secretary  for  Communications  and  have  a  desk  func- 
tion similar  to  what  is  done  now  in  the  State  Department,  a  desk 
for  each  major  area. 

We  have  already  made  several  changes  imder  the  Assistant  Sec- 
retary for  Administration.  A  new  Office  of  Civil  Rights  Enforce- 
ment has  been  created  from  the  old  Office  of  Advocacy  and  Enter- 
prise. This  change  demonstrates  my  commitment  to  ensuring  equal 
opportunity  and  improving  civil  rights  in  the  USDA. 

Before  I  arrived,  and  even  now,  we  have  an  average  of  55  EEO 
complaints  submitted  each  and  every  month  by  employees  working 
in  the  USDA.  I  think  that  is  just  way  too  many,  and  in  many  cases 
they  have  meritorious  complaints.  So  we  are  trying  to  pay  attention 
to  this  matter  of  civil  rights  and  equal  opportunity. 

We  have  also  created  a  separate  Office  of  Small  and  Disadvan- 
taged Business  Utilization  to  ensure  better  access  to  Government 
business  opportunities,  and  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Administra- 
tion is  also  responsible  for  implementing  a  new  automated  system 
called  Info  Share  to  serve  clients  of  the  farm  service,  rural  develop- 
ment and  conservation  agencies.  So  it  gets  to  Senator  Lugar's  ques- 
tion about  utilizing  new  technology;  you  know,  not  just  the  facts, 
which  certainly  can  be  done,  but  these  new  technologies  of  informa- 
tion sharing  systems. 

To  Senator  Conrad,  we  are  creating  a  new  National  Appeals  Di- 
vision— we  hope  to — that  would  report  to  the  Office  of  the  Sec- 
retary. The  Appeals  Division  of  Farmers  Home  and  ASCS  would  be 
combined  to  provide  for  an  autonomous  organization  to  handle  ap- 
peals of  decisions  made  under  authorities  delegated  to  the  FSA  ad- 
ministrator or  any  other  appeals  within  the  Department  as  pre- 
scribed. 

One  last  word  about  the  field.  Consolidating  field  offices  to  pro- 
vide better  service  is  our  goal.  Under  our  plan,  each  State  would 
be  assigned  an  optimum  number  of  service  centers  to  handle  the 
programs  of  the  existing  ASCS,  Farmers  Home  and  SCS.  The  new 
service  centers  will  bring  the  field  operations  together  and  estab- 
lish common  service  areas.  Sharing  services  and  equipment  will 
lower  the  overhead  costs,  while  creating  one-stop  shopping  for 
farmers. 

During  the  next  few  months  and  years,  the  Department  plans  to 
implement  a  new  common  computer  system  in  these  service  centers 
under  this  Info  Share  project  that  I  have  already  discussed,  provid- 
ing more  timely  delivery  of  customer  services  and  more  timely  pro- 
gram data  to  policymakers.  These  service  centers  will  set  the  stage 
for  transition  to  the  new  organization. 

We  hope  to  close  or  consolidate  about  1,200  county  offices.  We 
hope  to  close  more  than  that,  but  certainly  no  fewer  tnan  that,  and 
we  have  done  this  by,  again,  asking  our  new  county  and  State  di- 
rectors to  give  us  an  idea  of  where  they  would  like  these  centers 
to  be  located  in  the  method  of  these  one-stop  shop  service  centers. 

The  objective  here  is  to  downsize  and  streamline,  and  to  save 
money.  All  these  changes  represent  real  cost  savings  to  taxpayers 
who  support  as  well  as  benefit  from  our  operations.  We  think  that 
we  can  save  over  $2.3  billion  over  the  next  5  years  through  this 
mechanism,  but  that  is  not  all  we  are  doing.  We  are  weeding  out 
unnecessary   spending  within  the  Department.  We   are  going  to 
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follow  your  lead  not  to  print  our  yearbook  any  longer.  I  would  like 
to  announce  that.  You  won't  see  that  yearbook  that  is  estimated  to 
cost  us  $350,000  this  year  to  print  and  that  nobody  reads. 

I  think  that  we  don't  need  to  spend  any  more  money  on  excessive 
office  space  or  motor  vehicles  or  telephones.  Two  experiences  that 
I  had  personally — I  think  I  have  traveled  now  to  almost  every 
State  in  the  Nation,  except  seven,  and  I  go  to  conferences.  During 
one  of  my  experiences,  I  had  15  extra  minutes  and  I  went  into  the 
exhibit  hall  to  see  what  was  there,  and  to  my  amazement  there  ex- 
hibited in  that  conference  we  had  13  separate  USDA  exhibits  at 
one  conference.  I  don't  think  that  is  the  way  we  ought  to  go. 

Over  the  period  of  a  weekend,  I  asked  a  few  people  just  to  take 
the  master  keys,  if  you  will,  and  just  go  into  most  of  the  offices  in 
our  1,500,000-square-foot  building.  We  didn't  go  through  any  desk 
drawers  or  do  anything  like  that,  but  we  wanted  to  see  the  office 
layout.  We  found  out  just  from  a  cursory  examination — this  is  cer- 
tainly not  scientific,  but  we  found  out  that  we  haxe  phone  jacks 
without  the  cord  attached  to  them  that  are  hot,  and  if  we  just  re- 
moved the  jack,  Mr.  Dewhurst  tells  me  that  we  can  save  $1  million 
a  year  iust  by  doing  these  kinds  of  things.  Now,  that  is  not  sci- 
entific, out  it  certainly  is  illuminating. 

At  the  end  of  the  process,  we  hope  that  we  will  be  a  leaner  De- 
partment with  a  reduction  in  staff  of  at  least  7,500  people.  We  will 
also  be  more  efficient.  If  the  NPR  suggestions  relating  to  retire- 
ment options  and  early-out  and  early  buyout — if  these  things  are 
done,  we  can  offer  you  increasing  reductions  in  numbers,  but  we 
are  going  to  implement  these  changes  in  an  orderly  way  and  with 
a  great  degree  of  compassion. 

I  am  going  to  use  every  avenue  that  the  President  and  Vice 
President  make  available  to  try  to  achieve  these  reductions  through 
early-out  incentive  programs,  retirement  and  attrition.  Again,  I  am 
fully  supportive  of  the  early  buyout  options  as  proposed  by  Presi- 
dent Clinton,  and  even  though  we  have  to  downsize  I  am  commit- 
ted to  the  goals  of  work  force  diversity. 

So  that  is  pretty  much  it.  We  think  it  is  a  comprehensive  pro- 
posal, a  good  proposal,  of  course,  subject  to  your  review  and 
change,  but  it  has  been  very  thoroughly  done.  I  want  to  com- 
pliment Rich  Rominger  and  Steve  Dewhurst  for  working  all  hours 
of  the  night  to  get  us  into  this  position. 

In  conclusion,  I  would  just  say  that  reinventing  and  reorganizing 
the  Department  will  be  an  ongoing  process.  The  plan  I  am  present- 
ing today  represents  the  first  crucial  step  in  streamlining  this  oper- 
ation. We  will  subsequently  seek  to  improve  the  reorganization  of 
all  levels  of  agency  operations.  This  is  a  work  in  progress.  We  have 
just  started.  We  will  continually  look  for  waste,  work  to  improve 
and,  most  of  all,  constantly  strive  to  provide  our  services  to  the 
American  public  in  the  most  efficient  manner  possible.  But  I  would 
say  to  my  friend  in  that  county  office  that  we  are  serious. 

Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Secretary.  I  would 
note  for  the  record  that  we  will  keep  the  record  open  for  24  hours. 
A  number  of  Senators  have  conflicting  schedules  today  with  other 
committee  meetings,  so  we  will  keep  it  open  for  24  hours  if  Sen- 
ators wish  to  submit  any  questions  for  the  record. 
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Senator  Lugar.  Mr.  Chairman? 
The  Chairman.  Yes,  Senator  Lugar? 

Senator  Lugar.  In  that  vein,  I  ask  that  a  statement  submitted 
by  Senator  Conrad  Burns  be  part  of  the  record. 
[The  prepared  statement  of  Senator  Burns  follows:] 

Statement  of  Senator  Conrad  Burns 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  pro- 
posed restructuring  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture.  Changes  within  the  De- 
partment will  mean  a  great  deal  to  Montana  since  agriculture  is  my  State's  largest 
industry. 

Like  all  States,  Montana  wants  changes  made  within  the  USDA.  However,  we 
hope  that  Congress  and  the  administration  will  be  very  cautious.  Agriculture  com- 
munities have  much  to  gain  or  lose  with  drastic  changes.  While  Montanans  want 
cuts  in  red  tape  and  the  bureaucracy,  we  don't  want  these  made  at  the  expense  of 
our  food  and  fiber  producers. 

I  hope  Washington  will  give  ample  time  to  take  a  very  close  look  at  the  proposed 
changes.  There  are  some  issues  which  I  would  like  to  specifically  conmient  on. 

I  have  reservations  about  Vice  President  Gore's  "National  Performance  Review" 
calling  for  the  elimination  of  the  Wool  and  Mohair  Program  and  the  Honey  Price 
Supports.  Last  week's  elimination  of  the  funding  for  the  Wool  program  was  in  my 
view,  irresponsible  to  agriculture.  I  will  refrain  from  commenting  more  on  these  pro- 
grams, but  I  will  add  that  these  two  programs  should  not  have  been  singled  out. 

I  do  agree  with  the  intent  to  improve  access  to  programs  at  the  local  level.  How- 
ever, if  we  are  to  improve  access,  why  does  this  plan  call  for  the  consolidation  smd 
closing  of  1,200  field  offices?  It  seems  that  cuts  within  Washington  would  be  stream- 
lining bureaucracy  and  would  not  limit  access  to  field  offices.  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
are  areas  within  the  USDA  that  need  to  be  cut;  and  believe  me,  we  Montanans  are 
ready  for  some.  But,  let's  have  these  cuts  take  place  inside  the  beltway  of  Washing- 
ton. 

On  another  note,  I  was  pleased  to  see  in  the  draft  legislation  that  rural  develop- 
ment is  given  importance.  As  a  member  of  the  Senate  Small  Business  Committee, 
I  participated  in  two  hearings  on  rural  development  and  the  role  agriculture  plays. 
In  Washington,  I  don't  believe  people  realize  how  closely  hinged  rural  development 
is  to  agriculture.  In  Montana,  agriculture  leads  the  State  in  economic  growth.  Agri- 
culture doesn't  just  support  farm  and  ranch  families,  it  support  businesses  on  Main 
Street,  supplies  local  tax  dollars  which  pay  for  roads,  schools,  and  many  other  nec- 
essary daily  services.  It  is  because  agriculture  is  so  interwoven  in  our  economic  well- 
being  that  I  want  to  be  very  cautious  with  the  plan  before  us  today. 

I  commend  the  Clinton  administration  for  looking  into  strearolining  the  USDA, 
and  I  am  glad  that  these  changes  will  take  place  at  the  hands  of  Secretary  Espy. 
However,  I  want  to  echo  my  reservations  about  moving  too  quickly.  Let's  make  sure 
we  are  not  creating  new  red  tape  and  will  improve  the  profitability  of  agriculture. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Senator  Lugar,  thank  you  again  for  the  opportunity  to  com- 
ment. I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  on  this  plan. 

The  Chairman.  Of  course. 

Senator  Lugar.  Likewise,  a  number  of  questions  that  I  will  sub- 
mit to  the  Secretary  are  based  upon  a  GAO  report,  "Centralized 
Servicing  for  Farmers  Home  Single-Family  Loans,"  and  I  ask  that 
that  be  made  a  part  of  the  record.^ 

The  Chairman.  It  will  be. 

The  Chairman.  I  should  also  note  that  if  there  are  other  state- 
ments that  Senators  wish  to  submit,  they  will  be  also  made  part 
of  the  record  at  the  appropriate  place. 

Senator  McCoNNELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  just  ask  that  my 
opening  statement  be  made  a  part  of  the  record.  ^ 


s  Retained  in  the  committee  files. 

8  Senator  McConnell's  statement  is  on  page  26. 
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The  Chairman,  Of  course,  and  any  opening  statements  that  are 
submitted  will  be  included  in  the  record  at  the  appropriate  place. 
[The  prepared  statement  of  Senator  McConnell  follows:] 

Statement  of  Senator  Mttch  McConnell 

I  support  a  reorganization  of  USDA  which  would  streamline  the  43  separate  agen- 
cies and  better  coordinate  the  250  individual  programs  under  its  authority.  I  do  not 
believe  the  Department,  as  it  is  presently  structured,  is  adequately  prepared  to  ful- 
fill its  future  responsibilities.  The  bureaucratic  maze  is  in  desperate  need  of  repair, 
but  /  do  not  want  organizational  changes  to  occur  at  the  expense  of  the  quality  of 
services  provided  to  our  farmers. 

In  today's  atmosphere,  helping  solve  a  farmer's  ground  water  problem  is  as  impor- 
tant to  keeping  them  in  business  as  is  maintaining  the  level  of  the  support  price. 
Assuring  consumers  their  food  is  safe  and  wholesome  is  just  as  critical  a  role  for 
USDA  as  developing  a  new  variety  of  seed  com.  Services  should  be  delivered  more 
quickly,  more  reliably,  and  more  cost  efTectively.  If  we  who  consider  ourselves  advo- 
cates for  American  agriculture  do  not  improve  this  mess  it  wiU  be  done  for  us  and 
not  necessarily  in  a  friendly  way. 

Environmental  and  natural  resource  issues  will  remain  a  cornerstone  to  the  fu- 
ture of  farming.  It  is  important  that  you  recognized  this  in  your  plan  and  designated 
an  agency  to  direct  these  efforts.  The  121  conservation  districts  in  Kentucky  have 
done  remarkable  work  in  leading  local  farmers  in  a  new  and  better  way  of  farming. 
I  am  glad  their  work  wUl  not  be  lost  in  this  reorganizational  shuffle. 

/  realize  the  various  roles  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  but  it  must  never  devi- 
ate from  its  primary  purpose  of  serving  farmers.  Over  the  past  20  years  five  major 
farm  bills  have  been  enacted.  The  last  one  was  over  700  pages  long.  These  bills  have 
increased  in  scope  and  intricacy  and  that  trend  is  not  likely  to  change  in  1995.  To 
a  degree  USDA  is  a  function  of  what  Congress  has  mandatea. 

While  GAO  and  others  advocate  streamlining  and  reorganization,  most  of  the 
complaints  I  hear  from  Kentucky  farmers  is  the  paperwork  is  too  excessive  and  the 
programs  are  too  restrictive.  USDA  is  simply  too  large,  too  complex,  too  divided,  and 
too  uncoordinated.  It  is  with  cautious  optimism  that  I  look  at  your  reorganization 
efforts  and  hope  these  reforms  will  help. 

I  encourage  efforts  to  reduce  paperwork  and  consolidate  forms — ^those  are  tangible 
changes  which  would  help  farmers  and  county  office  employees.  It's  not  progress  if 
farmers  have  to  go  to  just  one  ofUce  to  be  confused  and  frustrated  rather  than  two 
or  three  locations. 

Mr.  Secretary,  I  worry  about  participation  in  farm  programs.  We  seem  to  be  try- 
ing our  best  to  make  farm  programs  so  convoluted  and  restrictive  that  farmer  par- 
ticipation is  destined  to  decline.  Now,  if  we  reduce  the  convenience  for  participat- 
ing— it  just  becomes  one  more  reason  NOT  to  participate.  And  that  will  have  con- 
sequences on  the  operation  and  effectiveness  of  the  programs. 

Developing  a  one-size-fits-aU  approach  to  making  program  participation  conven- 
ient to  farmers  will  not  work.  It  is  impossible  to  define  a  typical  Kentucky  farm, 
much  less  a  typical  American  farm.  Kentucky  has  over  90,000  farmers,  only  20  per- 
cent of  these  farms  are  commercial  operations  with  annual  sales  of  more  tnan 
$40,000.  Two-thirds  of  our  farmers  are  considered  part  time  because  they  have  jobs 
away  from  the  farm.  I  encourage  you  to  make  the  new  Farm  Service  Agency  acces- 
sible to  those  individuals — especially  in  situations  where  their  jobs  are  in  other 
towns  or  counties  from  their  farm  service  agency  office. 

Mr.  Secretary  I  admonish  you  to  maintain  flexibility  in  what  you  request.  A  dec- 
ade ago  few  references  were  made  to  flex  acres,  sodbuster,  bST,  the  food  pyramid, 
biodiesel,  or  conservation  compliance.  Change  is  inevitable.  What  becomes  a  priority 
today  may  not  merit  discussion  a  decade  from  now.  While  the  mission  of  USDA  may 
remain  the  same,  it  goals,  constituency,  and  direction  may  not.  Streamlining  USDA 
is  more  than  changing  the  organization  chart. 

Mr.  Secretary,  I  appreciate  your  solid  recommendations  for  improved  manage- 
ment, because  circumstances  demand  it.  There  is  considerable  pressure  as  you  actu- 
ally make  the  changes  which  have  been  needed  for  years.  I  commend  you  for  taking 
this  further  than  any  of  your  predecessors  and  I  offer  to  help  in  any  way  I  can. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Secretary,  as  you  know,  I  go  back  home  to 
Vermont  virtually  every  week.  We  are  such  a  small  State.  Every- 
body knows  me,  as  they  do  the  other  members  of  our  delegation. 
Whether  I  am  in  a  grocery  store  or  walking  down  the  street,  people 
come  up  and  chat  and  talk  about  what  is  going  on.   I  hear,  of 
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course,  from  USDA  employees,  who  are  not  the  least  bit  hesitant 
to  come  and  say  what  is  happening. 

I  sent  some  of  my  staff  up  to  Vermont  last  week  to  hear  some 
of  the  concerns  of  the  local  USDA  employees.  It  was  rather  inter- 
esting. In  a  way,  it  would  have  been  good  if  both  you  and  I  could 
have  been  there.  Obviously,  without  us  there,  perhaps  the  con- 
versation was  less  inhibited.  What  they  were  saying  is  they  recog- 
nize the  need  to  reorganize  the  Department  and  they  are  support- 
ive of  your  efforts,  and  I  think  you  would  have  been  pleased  by 
that. 

I  think  you  would  also  understand  there  is  some  anxiety,  too.  A 
number  oi  these  people  are  long-time  career  officers.  They  have 
worked  very,  veiy  hard,  and  they  wonder  what  is  going  to  happen. 
They  are  worried  because  they  don't  have  much  information  about 
just  how  this  proposal  will  affect  them,  nor  have  we  been  able  to 
give  them  all  that  much.  I  think  it  is  essential  that  they  under- 
stand what  is  going  on,  and  I  would  hope  that  you  personally  and 
your  top  people  will  set  up  meetings  so  that  tne  State  and  local 
USDA  representatives  can  either  come  and  meet  you  in  Washing- 
ton or  wherever  it  makes  sense  and  ask  questions  and  have  a  real 
frank  give-and-take.  Will  that  be  done? 

Secretary  Espy.  Yes,  sir.  We  have  tried  to  do  much  of  that  al- 
ready, but  knowing  that  we  have  got  much  more  work  to  do  in  that 
regard.  To  get  us  to  this  point,  again,  we  asked  that  we  receive  rec- 
ommendations from  the  county  ASCS  and  Farmers  Home  chiefs, 
and  we  assume  and  hope,  therefore,  that  these  recommendations 
absorbed  the  collective  desires  of  the  individuals  working  for  them, 
but  that  might  not  be  the  case. 

The  Chairman.  And  I  would  assume  hearings  like  this  help,  too. 

Secretary  Espy.  Yes,  absolutely.  The  day  after  the  Vice  Presi- 
dent's presentation  of  the  National  Performance  Review,  I  gave  a 
speech  to  all  of  the  assembled  employees  in  Washington  which  was 
telecast  by  remote  all  across  the  country,  and  I  am  told  it  was  of 
high  interest  to  employees. 

The  Chairman.  I  bet  it  was. 

Secretary  Espy.  I  gave  agonizing  detail  about  what  we  expected 
to  happen,  and  then  I  asked  the  subcabinet,  the  Under  Secretaries 
and  the  Associate  Secretaries,  to  go  out  to  regions,  and  they  did 
and  we  did  editorial  board  interviews.  They  met  with  some  county 
workers,  and  they  have  done  that.  So  it  is  a  pretty  huge  coimtry 
and  a  pretty  large  operation  and  we  have  got  more  to  do,  but  we 
certainly  know  that  we  have  to  have  input. 

The  Chairman.  I  even  recommend  things  like  teleconferencing 
where  you  can  have  people  in  two  or  three  places,  but  then  they 
can  also  ask  questions.  I  think  that  is  worthwhile. 

Secretary  Espy.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  Under  the  existing  USDA  structure,  there  are  9 
under  or  assistant  secretaries.  You  are  going  to  realign  some  of 
these  positions  in  your  proposal,  but  the  overall  number  at  the  sen- 
ior staff  level  remains  the  same.  I  am  concerned  about  that  because 
we  are  going  to  eliminate  some  7,500  full-time  employees  through- 
out the  Department.  Does  it  send  a  signal  when  you  eliminate 
7,500,  but  you  retain  the  same  number  of  high-level  positions?  Do 
you  deliver  on  a  promise  of  top-to-bottom   reorganization  if  you 
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don't  reduce  the  number  of  top  assistants,  such  as  the  under  and 
assistant  secretaries?  There  is  nothing  personal  in  this  to  Mr. 
Rominger  or  anybody  else  who  is  here,  but  I  am  just^ 

Secretary  Espy.  No,  no.  I  understand.  What  we  do  is  a  name 
change  here.  We  already  have  an  Office  of  Communications.  We 
want  to  elevate  that  by  making  the  head  of  that  an  assistant  sec- 
retary. That  has  not  been  done  before.  We  don't  anticipate  any  in- 
creased cost  to  do  that.  There  will  be  no  cost.  In  fact,  we  are  going 
to  reduce  the  cost  of  operating  that  division  by  creating  this  desk 
system. 

We  did  elevate  that  to  an  assistant  secretary  position  because  we 
think  it  is  an  important  function  and  it  deserves  the  visibility  of 
an  assistant  secretary  level  position,  but  we  did  reduce  the  Assist- 
ant Secretary  for  Economics  and  then  we  merged  many  of  those  of- 
fices into  existing  offices.  So  I  guess  on  paper  it  looks  like  it  is  the 
same  in  number,  and  it  is,  but  in  terms  of  cost  it  is  a  severe  reduc- 
tion. 

I  could  ask  Mr.  Rominger  and  Mr.  Dewhurst  to  complement  the 
answer. 

The  Chairman.  Gentlemen? 

Mr.  Rominger.  Well,  we  are  going  to  reduce  the  number  of  ad- 
ministrators at  the  next  several  levels  in  the  Department.  So  we 
don't  change  the  number  of  under  and  assistant  secretaries  by  vir- 
tue of  the  fact  that  we  are  combining  43  agencies  down  to  30  agen- 
cies. We  are  going  to  have  considerably  fewer  people  at  the  next 
levels  in  the  top  administration  in  Washington. 

The  Chairman.  Let  me  ask  a  question  in  another  area.  I  have 
always  taken  some  comfort  in  the  fact  that  in  the  area  of  agricul- 
tural research  in  the  United  States,  with  what  we  have  built  up 
and  with  the  money  that  we  have  available  we  can  do  agricultural 
research  better  than  any  other  country  on  earth,  but  I  am  also  con- 
cerned that  some  of  that  is  aging.  We  are  doing  research  for  the 
21st  century  in  facilities  that  were  built  in  the  1940's  and  the 
1950's,  and  show  it. 

In  the  1990  farm  bill,  we  authorized  a  bipartisan  commission  to 
analyze  USDA  research  facilities. 

Let  me  give  you  a  measure  of  the  problem  we  are  facing,  I  have 
a  chart  over  here  and  it  says  the  Department  estimated  in  1990 
that  it  would  take  about  $350  million  to  maintain  existing  facili- 
ties, but  then  you  figure  out  what  we  are  spending  to  do  that  and 
it  means  that  17  years  later,  in  the  year  2007,  it  would  take  that 
just  to  do  the  repairs.  You  identify  certain  repairs  needed  in  1990 
and  they  wouldn't  be  completed  until  the  year  2007.  If  we  spend 
$1  on  research,  we  are  spending  about  76  cents  just  maintaining 
the  facilities. 

Now,  I  would  much  rather  spend  the  money  on  researchers  than 
spend  it  on  repair  work  on  the  buildings.  Can  something  be  done 
to  streamline  the  research  facilities  of  USDA,  because  we  are  not 
getting  our  money's  worth  if  it  is  just  being  done  on  capital  im- 
provements? 

Secretary  Espy.  Senator,  that  is  the  next  level,  and  we  have  al- 
ready begun  a  survey,  if  you  will,  of  facilities  that  we  believe  are 
no  longer  necessary  or  don't  enjoy  a  great  degree  of  utility.  There 
are  some  offices,  frankly,  we  have  been  asked  to  close  by  some  in 
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those  communities,  even  some  of  those  county  ASCS  offices.  We 
have  been  asked  by  some  in  the  local  area  to  just  close  them.  They 
don't  serve  any  farmers  anymore;  just  close  tnem.  We  are  going  to 
begin  to  do  that. 

But  when  it  comes  to  research  facilities,  you  are  correct.  I  mean, 
we  have  some  that  are  no  longer  necessary,  and  we  have  asked  the 
current  acting  assistant  secretary  to  compile  a  list  of  those  offices 
and  we  will  begin  to  review  those.  But  I  agree  with  you. 

The  Chairman.  Take  a  look  at  the  Research  Facilities  Commis- 
sion that  we  had  in  the  1990  farm  bill  and  just  use  it.  I  mean,  that 
is  one  way  of  getting  to  this,  and  then  we  can  be  putting  our  money 
in  and  know  that  it  is  really  going  to  real  research. 

We  held  a  hearing  last  spring  on  USDA  computers.  After  spend- 
ing about  $6  billion  over  10  years,  USDA  didn't  have  a  comprehen- 
sive plan  for  using  computer  technology,  something  that  is  now  as 
much  of  an  everyday  business  tool  as  the  telephone  was  just  a  few 
years  ago.  But  I  think  as  you  found  when  you  walked  into  office, 
the  Department  has  a  multitude  of  computer  systems  that  can't 
talk  to  each  other,  so  we  end  up  wasting  a  lot  of  time  getting  from 
one  agency  to  the  other. 

At  that  hearing,  we  had  a  photograph  showing  the  state-of-the- 
art  computer  and  right  next  to  it  basically  shoe  boxes  fall  of  file 
cards.  It  was  the  file  cards  they  were  using  as  they  would  go  from 
agency  to  agency.  When  we  finished  that  nearing,  Senator  Lugar 
and  I  raised  the  question  of  whether  it  made  much  sense  for  USDA 
to  make  major  investments  in  computers  if  reorganization  is  under- 
way. 

Are  you  taking  steps  to  ensure  that  if  you  are  going  to  be  acquir- 
ing new  computer  technology  that  it  is  going  to  be  consistent  with 
what  you  are  trying  to  do  with  this  reorganization? 

Secretary  EsPY.  Yes,  sir.  If  we  can  create  the  FSA,  the  Farmer 
Service  Administration,  that,  of  course,  will  trumpet  a  signal  which 
would  go  down  to  the  county  level  in  the  creation  of  these  one-stop 
shop  service  centers,  you  know,  where  the  farmer  can  come  in  and 
receive  information  on  program  eligibility,  loan  information,  crop 
insurance,  and  the  like. 

That  is  why  we  believe  the  process  that  we  will  submit  to  you 
in  the  middle  of  the  month  on  the  optimum  number  of  farm  service 
centers  is  the  way  to  go  because  that  takes  care  of  the  question 
Senator  Lugar  asked.  A  particular  farmer  will  just  have  to  go  to 
one  service  center  because  his  information  will  be  on  all  the  com- 
puters and  will  be  accessible  at  each  location  through  this  Info 
Share  program  that  we  are  implementing  now.  So  we  hope  that 
that  will  be  taken  care  of,  and  certainly  we  are  making  arrange- 
ments to  do  that. 

The  Chairman.  On  the  one-stop  shopping,  which  I  think  we  all 
want  to  see,  I  would  like  to  talk  about  one  area  of  this:  rural  eco- 
nomic and  community  development.  You  have  testified  before  and 
you  and  I  have  discussed  what  a  high  priority  it  is  for  the  Depart- 
ment, and  coming  from  a  very  rural  State  I  am  delighted  to  hear 
that.  It  is  music  to  my  ears. 

But  there  is  a  proposal  in  your  plan  to  create  three  new  services 
for  rural  development  programs.  The  reason  I  mention  this  is  we 
went  back,  again,  looking  in  our  State.  We  have  rural  development 
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programs  currently  administered  out  of  one  office.  I  worry  that  if 
it  is  split  into  three  separate  services,  we  are  going  to  go  off  and 
do  just  the  thing  we  want  to  avoid.  We  are  going  to  get  away  from 
the  area  of  one-stop  shopping.  We  don't  want  to  create  a  new  bu- 
reaucracy as  we  are  trying  to  streamline. 

What  I  would  like  to  know  is  are  you  willing  to  give  States  the 
kind  of  flexibility  necessary  so  they  can  structure  their  programs 
in  a  way  that  makes  the  most  sense  for  them.  I  mean,  in  your 
home  State  of  Mississippi  they  may  have  found  a  way  that  works 
far  better  because  of  your  State  system,  but  it  may  not  work  in  a 
smaller  State  like  Vermont  or  an  entirely  different  State  like  Cali- 
fornia. 

Secretary  Espy.  Oh,  sure,  yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  What  I  want  is  some  kind  of  flexibility  on  behalf 
of  the  States. 

Secretary  Espy.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  I  don't  want  three  rural  development  offices  in 
Vermont,  a  State  with  only  570,000  people. 

Secretary  Espy.  I  agree  with  you.  We  hope  that  flexibility  will  be 
the  watch  word  throughout  most  of  this.  But,  again,  when  we  de- 
cided to  embark  upon  this  course  and  refashion  our  rural  develop- 
ment programs,  we  decided  to  try  to  do  it  by  mission.  We  looked 
across  the  existing  structure  to  see  how  many  organizations  we 
have  now  that  exist  in  this  duplicated  service. 

We  have  got  the  RDA,  the  REA,  Farmers  Home,  all  kinds  of  ad- 
ditional things,  and  the  service  delivery  right  now  is  very  cum- 
bersome because  so  many  of  these  RDA  areas  that  are  regional 
have  tasked  to  them  Farmers  Home  individuals.  To  me,  it  is  just 
not  working  very  well,  and  so  we  decided  to  try  the  Rural  Utilities 
Service  approach,  the  approach  related  to  housing  and  community 
services,  and  the  approach  related  to  business.  I  would  ask  Rich  to 
discuss  the  office  arrangement  of  that. 

The  Chairman.  But  you  understand  what  I  am  getting  at.  If  we 
have  an  ability  in  a  particular  State  to  get  it  down  to  just  one  of- 
fice, don't  reorganize  us  out  of  efficiency  in  our  own  State. 

Mr.  ROMINGER.  We  certainly  agree.  As  the  Secretary  said,  we 
want  to  revise  this  at  the  headquarters  level  on  mission  lines.  The 
delivery  system  down  to  the  States  and  the  local  communities  will 
be  tailored  to  fit  the  needs  of  the  States,  and  we  have  had  the  same 
concern  from  others,  especially  the  small  States. 

The  Chairman.  Again,  we  have  to  be  wise  enough  to  realize  we 
have  different  States.  Wyoming  has  an  even  smaller  population 
than  Vermont,  but  our  whole  State  geographically  would  fit  in  one 
of  their  counties,  and  so  their  rural  is  different  than  our  rural.  The 
delta  of  the  Mississippi  is  different  than  the  Champlain  Valley  of 
Vermont. 

I  have  taken  more  than  my  time,  and  I  yield  to  Senator  Lugar. 

Senator  Lugar.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  Secretary 
Espy,  I  have  about  39  questions  that  I  will  not  raise  in  this  public 
hearing,  but  will  submit  for  the  record,  Mr,  Chairman.  I  believe 
these  questions  are  relevant  to  the  legislation  that  you  have  intro- 
duced. ^  The  response  may  help  us  all,  and  I  will  circulate  both  the 
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questions  and  the  answers  to  the  members  of  the  committee  so  that 
we  can  all  be  apprised. 

Senator  Lugar.  Specifically,  Mr.  Secretary,  I  have  suggested  on 
occasion,  and  I  suggest  again  today  that  we  move  toward  a  2-year 
signup  for  farm  programs,  with  the  producers  having  the  ability  to 
opt  out  in  the  second  year  if  they  would  choose.  The  main  effect 
of  this  being  that  farmers  would  be  spared  many  trips  to  these  one- 
stop  offices,  as  well  as  the  personnel  at  the  offices  would  be  spared 
a  great  number  of  appointments,  particularly  at  critical  signup 
times.  Do  you  have  a  view  on  that  approach? 

Secretary  Espy.  Senator,  I  am  really  not  prepared  today  to  talk 
about  policy  changes.  I  could  certainly  do  that  later  after  a  period 
of  review,  but  today  our  discussion  would  pretty  much  be  on  the 
lines  of  structural  changes. 

Senator  Lugar.  I  appreciate  that,  and  I  would  appreciate  like- 
wise, though,  your  thoughts  about  that  as  we  try  to  think  through 
once  again  the  issue  of  convenience  to  producers.  I  couple  this  be- 
cause I  understand  the  anxieties  that  many  producers  will  have.  As 
State  directors  go  into  the  field  and  as  you  bring  those  results  back 
to  us,  I  think  we  have  to  demonstrate  in  every  way  we  can  ways 
in  which  we  make  things  a  great  deal  easier  without  in  any  way 
affecting  the  efficiency  or  the  integrity  of  our  programs. 

Now,  you  have  mentioned  something,  that  is  very  significant  in 
describing  the  one-stop  office  and  in  response  to  my  statement  ear- 
lier to  you,  the  thought  that  the  one-stop  offices,  given  computer 
compatibility,  would  have  the  records  of  farmers.  For  example,  just 
to  make  it  clear,  is  it  correct  to  assume  that  of  Indiana  those  one- 
stop  offices  that  were  part  of  the  system  after  reorganization  would 
have  the  records  of  my  farm,  all  of  them,  so  that  I  could  go  to  any 
of  these  offices? 

Could  they  bring  up  on  the  computer  the  file  of  my  operations 
and  as  I  questioned  the  administrator,  be  able  to  deal  with  my  con- 
cerns. Will  I  be  able  to  go  to  Hendricks  County  or  to  Tipton  County 
or  wherever  an  office  is  sited  and  receive  service? 

Secretary  Espy.  Senator,  you  have  captured  the  essence  of  what 
we  intend  to  do,  looking  at  a  State  and  looking  at  the  farm  popu- 
lation existing  within  that  State  and  deciding  what  would  be  the 
optimum  level  of  one-stop  shop  service  centers  necessary  to  service 
that  entire  farm  population  and  then  placing  them  in  the  appro- 
priate places,  each  with  the  ability  to  communicate  with  one  an- 
other, each  having  all  the  farm  information  for  every  farmer  exist- 
ing in  that  State. 

The  farmer  could  choose  which  one  to  go  into  and  they  could  just 
access  the  information.  Through  the  software  programs  and  the 
disk  drives  and  what  have  you,  they  would  have  the  information 
there.  The  employees  would  be  cross-trained.  Certainly,  they  would 
specialize  in  each  area — farm  program,  crop  insurance,  and  loan  in- 
formation— and  have  specialties,  but  hopefully  they  would  be  cross- 
trained. 

Senator  Lugar.  That  is  a  tremendous  breakthrough  because 
what  you  are  describing  is  information  not  only  available  to  pro- 
ducers who  come  in,  but  obviously  available  to  you  as  Secretary. 

Secretary  Espy.  Yes. 
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Senator  LuGAR.  One  of  the  comments  that  we  often  made  to  Sec- 
retary Madigan  was  that  it  was  virtually  impossible  for  him  as  Sec- 
retary to  understand  American  agriculture  without  access  by  his 
office  to  the  data  that  was  on  the  separate  computer  systems  in  all 
of  the  separate  agencies  and  offices.  Now,  that  will  take  some 
doing,  but  it  gets  to  Senator  Leahy's  point. 

We  had  considerable  criticism  of  Secretary  Madigan's  ideas  for 
$2  billion  of  computer  reform  until  we  understood  what  the  use  of 
these  computers  might  be  with  regard  to  the  Secretary,  with  regard 
to  the  individual  producers,  and  even  people  out  in  the  field.  I 
think  the  idea  you  are  presenting  today  is  very  attractive  both  in 
terms  of  administration  of  the  Department  with  more  confidence, 
but  likewise  to  each  of  us  as  producers  going  to  an  office. 

Finally,  just  as  a  short  follow-up  of  my  comment  in  the  opening 
statement,  on  the  soil  conservation  office  situation  my  understand- 
ing is  that  there  is  some  thought  that  these  offices  might  remain 
open  as  soil  and  water  conservation  district  offices.  I  suppose  that 
that  is  up  to  people  if  they  want  to  create  those  offices,  and  so 
forth,  but  I  question  whether  Federal  dollars  and  personnel  should 
be  used.  Can  you  clarify  how  you  expect  that  situation  to  work  out? 

Secretary  Espy.  Let  me  turn  to  Mr.  Rominger  for  that  answer. 

Mr.  Rominger.  Senator,  yes,  we  do  have  out  in  the  counties  em- 
ployees of  soil  conservation  districts  that  are  not  employees  of  the 
Federal  Government  and  we  have  had  indications  from  some  of 
those  soil  conservation  districts  that  they  would  like  to  keep  those 
offices  open.  It  would  be  our  intention  to  consolidate  the  Federal 
employees  and  to  make  those  employees  available  to  all  of  the  soil 
conservation  districts,  but  not  to  have  employees  in  all  of  those  dis- 
trict offices. 

Senator  Lugar.  So  in  that  way  you  actually  effect  real  savings. 
This  is  not  a  transfer  under  some  other  cloak,  but,  in  fact,  you 
wind  up  one  situation,  but  support,  as  you  have  suggested,  the  con- 
tinued offices  as  people  might  wish? 

Mr.  Rominger.  That  is  correct,  and  if  those  districts,  with  their 
funds,  want  to  keep  their  offices  open  and  their  employees  there, 
that  is  their  decision. 

Secretary  Espy.  If  I  could  just  add.  Senator,  that  we  have  had 
requests  from  local  colleges,  local  universities,  and  1890  institu- 
tions to  host  these  service  centers,  and  if  that  can  be  done  in  a  way 
that  is  effective  and  efficient  and  geographically  pleasing,  we  cer- 
tainly could  go  that  way.  That  would  save  us  many  more  dollars. 

Senator  LUGAR.  Mr.  Secretary,  you  have  commented  on  the  fact 
that  there  may  be  as  many  as  1,000  persons  in  the  Department  in- 
volved in  public  affairs  or  public  relations  information  dissemina- 
tion. These  persons  may  include  the  congressional  relations  staff, 
or  perhaps  they  are  different,  but  my  question  would  pertain  to  the 
congressional  relations  group. 

As  you  proceed  to  consolidate  the  43  agencies  to  30,  will  you  also 
be  thinking  through  the  congressional  relations  staffs?  Most  of 
these  agencies  appear  to  have  an  individual  congressional  relations 
staff  which  does  speak  often  for  that  particular  agency,  sometimes 
less  for  the  total  Department. 

Secretary  Espy.  Yes. 
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Senator  LuGAR.  What  I  wonder  is  if,  in  the  course  of  consolida- 
tion, you  will  pull  together  all  of  the  congressional  relations  people 
really  under  yourself  and  the  USDA,  so  as  they  come  to  visit  with 
us  they  present  a  policy  for  the  Department,  as  opposed  to  a  spe- 
cific agency  that  may  be  one  of  these  past  empires  that  went  their 
own  independent  way. 

Secretary  Espy.  Senator,  in  my  8  months  at  the  USDA  I  have 
had  several  occasions,  sometimes  some  even  embarrassing  cases, 
where  the  employees  in  public  affairs  and  even  in  the  congressional 
relations  staffs  of  these  various  agencies  have  operated  in  a  way 
that  has  been  autonomous,  if  you  will.  Our  message  has  not  been 
consistent,  and  what  we  have  been  telling  members  of  the  Congress 
has  not  altogether  been  uniform. 

So  when  we  reduce  these  43  agencies  to  30,  I  would  like  to  take 
away  from  even  the  30  the  ability  to  have  the  autonomous  and 
independent  public  affairs  voices  and  consolidate  them  under  the 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Communications.  That  is  why  we  want  to 
create  that  and  then  elevate  it  so  that  we  are  all  singing  from  the 
same  hymnal,  if  you  will.  Even  if  it  is  off  tune  occasionally,  we  are 
singing  from  the  same  book. 

You  are  right.  Each  of  these  43  administrators  have  individuals 
in  their  divisions  dedicated  to  the  Congress.  We  do  have  right  now 
an  Assistant  Secretary  for  congressional  Relations.  We  would  like 
to  keep  that  and  then  consolidate  all  these  individuals  under  that 
in  that  area. 

Senator  Lugar.  I  think  that  is  a  very  important  statement  and 
I  hope  you  will  follow  through.  I  cannot  imagine  being  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  and  having  congressional  relations  personnel  rep- 
resenting 43  or  30  different  agencies.  Clearly,  the  contradictory 
messages,  even  if  they  are  well  delivered,  are  going  to  make  life 
very  difficult  for  any  Secretary  trying  to  get  control  of  the  Depart- 
ment. 

As  you  know,  the  whole  impetus  of  the  reforms  I  have  suggested 
have  two  thoughts  in  mind.  One  is  service  to  producers,  but  the 
other  is  a  Secretary  of  Agriculture  who  can  be  a  Secretary  and 
who,  in  fact,  is  in  charge  and  responsible,  and  I  think  in  terms  of 
congressional  relationships,  this  becomes  very  important. 

Secretary  Espy.  We  are  trying  to  achieve  goals  that,  in  the  minds 
of  some,  are  contradictory  where  we  are  trying  to  streamline  and 
organize  and  have  a  consistent  message,  but  at  the  same  time  em- 
power employees  and  administrators  to  make  decisions.  This  is 
tough  to  do.  I  understand  that,  but  we  are  going  to  harmonize  it 
as  best  we  can. 

Senator  Lugar.  Thank  you  very  much. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Secretary. 

Senator  Feingold. 

Senator  Feingold.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Secretary  Espy, 
my  first  question  has  to  do  with  ASCS  and  the  proposal  to  shift 
ASCS  conservation  functions  to  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Natural 
Resources  and  Environment.  It  seems  to  make  sense.  I  have  heard 
good  things  from  both  the  agricultural  and  environmental  commu- 
nities about  this. 

My  first  question  relates  to  the  ASCS  county  committees.  As  I 
understand  it,  they  grew  out  of  the  acreage  conservation  program 
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and  it  was  assumed  in  that  program  that  the  effectiveness  of  the 
program  hinged  on  local  input,  local  involvement  and  local  support. 
How  will  this  reorganization  change  the  role  of  the  county  commit- 
tees that  currently  make  decisions  on  management  practices?  In 
your  view,  how  would  this  change  that  structure? 

Secretary  Espy.  Under  this  proposal,  the  ASCS  will  no  longer 
exist,  but  the  FSA  county  structure  would  exist.  We  would  reconsti- 
tute the  committee  in  the  guise  of  a  five-person  committee,  three 
elected  and  two  appointed.  So  those  individuals  now  on  the  ASCS 
county  committee  could  very  well  be  the  same  individuals,  so  we 
don't  abandon  the  idea  of  representation.  We  just  would  like  to  do 
it  in  a  little  bit  different  way. 

We  hope  to  take  the  SCS  function  into  this  new  Office  of  Envi- 
ronment, but  understand  they  are  going  to  be  collocated;  they  are 
going  to  be  all  there  together  sharing  the  same  information.  If  nec- 
essary, we  would  have  a  memorandum  of  understanding  between 
the  individuals  responsible  for  environment  and  the  individuals  re- 
sponsible for  program  operation. 

Senator  Feingold.  Very  good.  With  regard  to  the  committee 
structure,  then,  and  the  new  way  of  selecting  members — and  Sen- 
ator Harkin  referred  to  this — there  may  be  criticism  from  farmers 
that  we  would  be  politicizing  the  whole  committee  and  that  it 
would  no  longer  be  responsive  to  farmers.  Can  you  comment  on 
this  or  give  any  reassurance  with  regard  to  the  different  way  of  se- 
lecting people? 

Secretary  Espy.  I  know  that  they  will  be  selected  any  differently. 
Right  now,  some  are  elected  and  some  are  appointed,  so  we  don't — 
you  know,  we  are  following  the  same  strategy.  I  mean,  I  think 
there  is  wisdom  in  that  strategy  because  you  have  an  individual 
elected  from  the  local  plebescite,  if  you  will,  but  then  you  have  ap- 
pointees as  well. 

Senator  Feingold.  Well,  what  is  the  change?  As  I  understood  it, 
there  is  some  change  in  the  way  people  are  selected. 

Secretary  Espy.  Mr.  Kelly? 

Mr.  Kelly.  Senator,  there  are  presently  two  county  committees. 
There  is  a  county  committee  of  elected  farmers  which  supports  the 
activities  of  ASCS.  There  is  a  separate  appointed  county  committee 
which  supports  the  Farmers  Home  Administration's  activities. 
Since  the  farmer  program  portions  of  the  Farmers  Home  Adminis- 
tration would  be  transferred  to  the  new  Farm  Service  Agency,  it 
was  felt  that  it  would  be  duplicative  and  inefficient  to  maintain  two 
separate  committee  structures. 

So,  essentially,  the  Secretary  determined  that  our  proposal  would 
be  to  abolish  the  two  present  committees  and  create  a  single  com- 
mittee, retain  the  elected  means  of  appointment  of  the  majority  of 
those  committee  members  and  have  three  members  elected  by  the 
local  farmers,  but  appoint  the  other  two  as  a  reflection  of  the  three- 
member  appointed  committees  that  presently  support  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration. 

Senator  Feingold.  As  I  understand  you,  then,  under  the  current 
system,  though,  one  whole  committee  is  elected  and  one  whole  com- 
mittee is  appointed  and  you  are  merging  those  two  functions. 

Mr.  Kelly.  That  is  correct. 
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Senator  Feingold,  On  the  issue  of  the  new  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Research  and  Economics,  we  have  noticed  that  you  propose  to 
combine  the  Economic  Research  Service  with  the  Office  of  Energy, 
but  that  the  National  Agricultural  Statistics  Service,  or  NASS,  re- 
mains a  separate  agency.  Is  it  possible  that  these  two  could  be  com- 
bined because  they  act  with  regard  to  the  same  commodities? 

For  example,  there  is  a  livestock,  dairy  and  poultry  branch  in 
each  of  these.  Maybe  there  is  some  efficiency  here  in  integrating 
the  agencies  that  are  responsible  for  data  collection  with  the  serv- 
ice that  is  responsible  for  analyzing  that  data.  Has  that  been  given 
any  thought? 

Secretary  Espy.  Rich? 

Mr.  ROMINGER.  We  did  look  at  the  missions  of  each  of  these 
agencies  and  felt  in  putting  them  together  this  way  that  we  wanted 
to  keep  NASS  separate  from  the  others  because  they  are  the  agen- 
cy that  gathers  statistics  across  the  Department  for  many  pro- 
grams, and  so  we  thought  it  would  be  better  to  keep  them  separate. 

Could  you  add  to  that,  Steve? 

Mr.  Dewhurst.  Well,  Senator,  physically  it  would  be  possible  to 
combine  those  functions.  I  think  the  issue  for  us  had  to  do  with  the 
perception  of  integrity  in  our  statistics  system.  There  are  folks  who 
believe  that  to  the  extent  you  combine  a  statistics-gathering  func- 
tion with  an  analytical  function,  you  run  the  risk  that  you  are 
going  to  compromise  the  statistics  function,  at  least  in  some  peo- 
ple's view.  We  didn't  want  to  do  anything  that  would  compromise 
the  integrity  of  that  statistics-gathering  function  either  in  the  eyes 
of  farmers  or  in  the  eyes  of  any  of  our  other  customers. 

Senator  Feingold.  I  appreciate  that  rationale  and  I  may  want 
to  talk  to  you  about  it  more  later,  but  that  obviously  is  reasonable. 

I  also  want  to  commend  you,  and  you  have  commented  on  the 
proposal  for  a  National  Appeals  Division  within  the  USDA  that  is 
independent  under  the  proposal.  Some  of  the  members  here  have 
already  introduced  legislation  on  this.  I  have  heard  some  concern — 
I  don't  know,  again,  if  any  of  this  is  well-founded,  but  we  are  trying 
to  respond  to  concerns  we  hear  in  our  office — there  is  some  concern 
that  not  all  farmer  appeals  to  USDA  would  go  to  the  National  Ap- 
peals Division. 

Will  decisions  made  by  all  agencies  of  USDA — that  is,  not  just 
those  agencies  in  the  Farm  Service  Agency — be  appealed  to  the  Na- 
tional Appeals  Division? 

Secretary  Espy.  Yes,  sir,  they  will.  Now,  as  I  testified,  this  is 
work  in  progress  and  so  this  is  a  bit  of  a  change  from  early  on.  We 
always  wanted  the  National  Appeals  Division,  but  in  our  first  judg- 
ment we  had  it  lodged  in  the  Under  Secretary  for  Farm  and  Inter- 
national Trade  Services.  After  talking  with  individuals,  some  on 
this  panel,  it  was  decided  that  we  should  elevate  that  because 
there  needed  to  be  an  independent  venue  for  the  appeal  of  adverse 
decisions  from  the  National  Resources  Conservation  Service,  and 
that  logically  should  not  go  to  the  Farm  Service  Agency.  So  we  just 
kicked  it  up  into  the  Office  of  the  Secretary,  which  hopefully  will 
be  an  independent  venue  for  all  adverse  decisions. 

Senator  Feingold.  I  appreciate  that. 

Secretary  Espy.  That  is  in  the  draft  bill  submitted. 
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Senator  Feingold,  After  this  legislation  passes,  how  long  do  you 
think  it  would  take  for  the  Department  to  have  the  new  Appeals 
Division  actually  in  place? 

Secretary  Espy.  I  am  ready. 

Senator  Feingold.  You  think  it  will  be  real  quick? 

Secretary  Espy.  Yes. 

Senator  Feingold.  All  right,  good.  Another  concern  that  has 
been  raised  came  from  our  University  of  Wisconsin  extension.  Obvi- 
ously, the  Extension  Service  has  worked  hard  to  broaden  its  role 
and,  in  fact,  has  expanded  its  role  to  some  extent  into  urban  areas 
in  our  State  and  has  some  interesting  programs. 

With  the  consolidation  and  downsizing  of  USDA  field  and  head- 
quarters staff,  can  the  Extension  Service  expect  to  continue  these 
new  and  innovative  programs  that  in  some  cases  predominantly 
serve  urban  constituencies? 

Secretary  Espy.  Sure.  I  mean,  we  are  not  here  today  to  talk 
about  policies  and  necessarily  programs,  more  toward  structure, 
but  sure.  I  mean,  I  think  programs  should  be  in  light  of  fiscal  ur- 
gency and  constituent  necessity.  As  I  sit  here,  I  don't  see  any  need 
to  reduce  those. 

Senator  Feingold  [presiding].  Okay,  thank  you.  Finally,  Mr. 
Chairman,  we  are  beginning  to  look  at  the  field  office  closure  pro- 
posals and  combining  some  offices,  and  one  point  that  has  come  up 
is  that  the  system  is  still  based  on  a  county-based  system.  Has 
there  been  any  consideration  of  whether  that  still  makes  sense  in 
light  of  the  fact  that  in  some  situations  you  can  have  two  counties 
where  there  are  very  few  farmers  on  one  side  of  one  county  and 
there  is  a  tremendous  concentration  in  the  middle?  Is  there  any 
talk  about  whether  that  should  be  changed? 

Secretary  Espy.  If  one  message  would  go  forward  from  today's 
hearing,  I  hope  everyone  listening  throughout  the  country  would 
realize  that  we  cannot  have  a  county  office  in  every  county  in 
America.  It  can  no  longer  be  done,  so  we  will  consolidate,  we  will 
merge.  There  will  not  be  a  county  office  in  every  county  in  the 
United  States. 

We  want  to  have  a  comprehensive  system  to  review  the  number 
of  farmers  in  each  State  and  the  numbers  of  service  centers  that 
would  take  care  of,  if  you  will,  those  farmers  and  then  try  as  best 
we  can,  knowing  much  of  this  is  political  as  well,  to  locate  the  serv- 
ice centers  in  the  most  appropriate  area  and  then  connect  them 
through  computers.  We  have  11,000  county  offices  in  3,300  counties 
in  America,  so  we  can't  do  that. 

Senator  Feingold.  I  understand  that  some  counties  won't  have 
offices,  but  I  think  it  is  a  little  different  to  talk  about  getting  away 
from  the  notion  that  a  particular  county  should  be  the  seat  of  an 
office.  I  think  that  is  conceptually  a  little  different — in  other  words, 
a  more  demographic  approach  rather  than  an  approach  based  on 
county  lines.  Maybe  that  is  implicit  in  what  you  are  saying,  but  I 
am  not  sure  because  the  complaint  we  are  getting  is  that  "x" 
county  is  going  to  lose  out  and  this  county  is  going  to  win  it.  There 
is  a  perception  that  one  county  is  a  winner  and  one  a  loser.  I  am 
wondering  if  there  is  a  way  to  change  this  perception. 
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Secretary  Espy.  We  would  hope  to  use  the  criteria  of  numbers  of 
farmers  service,  cost  of  closure,  cost  of  operation,  and  impact, 
which  would  get  into  your  concerns  there. 

Senator  Feingold.  Including  the  possibility  that  if  a  particular 
county  has  its  office  in  one  community,  that  county  may  still  have 
the  office,  but  it  may  have  that  office  in  a  different  place  in  the 
county  so  it  is  closer  to  the  population  of  farmers  both  in  one  coun- 
ty and  the  adjoining  county?  Is  that  a  possibility? 

Secretary  Espy,  That  could  very  well  happen,  but  again  I  pledge 
to  you  and  to  every  member  of  this  committee,  as  I  did  in  the 
House,  that  I  will  come  and  talk  to  you  about  these  plans  and  we 
can  discuss  them. 

Senator  Feingold.  I  thank  you  for  all  your  responses. 

Senator  Cochran. 

Senator  Cochran.  Mr.  Secretary,  in  your  written  statement  you 
say,  and  I  quote,  "One  of  the  Secretary's  primary  goals  is  reforming 
meat  and  poultrv  inspection,"  end  of  quote.  I  congratulate  you  on 
that  decision  ana  I  want  you  to  know  you  have  my  full,  all-out  sup- 
port and  assistance  in  trying  to  accomplish  that  goal.  Incidentally, 
I  too  think  it  would  be  unfortunate  if  responsibility  for  meat  and 
poultry  inspection  were  to  be  transferred  to  the  Food  and  Drug  Ad- 
ministration. 

Let  me  ask  you  if  you  think  there  is  a  likelihood  as  a  part  of  this 
reform  effort  that  a  more  modem,  scientifically-soimd  system  for 
meat,  poultry  and  seafood  inspection  can  be  developed  and  imple- 
mented. 

Secretary  Espy.  There  is  no  doubt  about  it.  I  have  been  person- 
ally involved  in  this.  Senator,  since  the  second  day  I  was  sworn  in 
when  I  traveled  to  Oregon  and  Washington  State  and  I  met  with 
the  State  Senate  committee  and  I  met  with  the  victims  of  the  E. 
coli  tragedy.  I  pledged  to  them  that  we  would  resolve  this,  hope- 
fully, under  my  watch,  and  since  that  time  we  have  embarked  on 
a  strategy  with  two  approaches:  one,  a  short-term  strategy,  and  a 
long-term  strategy,  moving  parallel,  both  quickly. 

On  the  short-term  side,  we  have  hired  more  meat  inspectors  be- 
cause right  now  we  do  have  an  organoleptic  standard  to  see,  to 
touch,  to  feel  and  to  smell.  But  we  felt  that  to  assure  the  public 
that  we  continue  to  have  the  safest  food  supply,  we  should  put 
more  eyes  on  the  line  to  see  what  can  be  seen.  So  we  have  hired 
160,  or  more,  new  meat  inspectors.  Many  of  them  now  have  moved 
through  that  training  and  they  are  being  placed  in  these  lines, 
which  have  been  slowed  down  somewhat  to  allow  time  to  do  a  bet- 
ter job. 

We  have  embarked  on  the  strategy  of  inspecting  the  slaughter- 
houses because  many  of  them  are  not  in  compliance.  We  have 
closed  some  of  them  down;  we  have  delayed  their  reopening  until 
they  could  get  their  act  together,  and  these  things  have  been 
wiaely  publicized. 

I  met  with  whistleblowers  who  in  times  past  felt  that  their  opin- 
ions weren't  being  entertained  in  the  USDA.  I  have  met  with  them 
personally  and  in  many  ways  our  training  programs  have  been  en- 
hanced based  on  what  they  have  told  me. 

I  know  I  am  missing  some  things,  but  lastly  we  have  the  labeling 
recommendations  about  to  come  out  of  the  USDA  where  we  just 
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suggest  to  the  public  safer  ways  to  handle  ground  meat  and  poultry 
and,  later  on,  all  meat  products.  These  things  are  coming. 

At  the  same  time,  I  will  tell  you,  sir,  and  the  others  that  that 
is  not  good  enough.  We  have  got  to  move  to  a  microbiologic  stand- 
ard based  on  sound  science  because  you  can't  see  an  E.  coli  bac- 
teria. You  can't  see  it,  and  it  exists  in  trillions  in  some  cases  in  cer- 
tain carcasses.  So  we  hope  to  find  and  we  hope  to  fund  a  rapid 
microbiologic  test  that  can  be  accessed  right  at  the  point  of  slaugh- 
ter before  you  slaughter  the  cow  or  calf  or  after  it  is  slaughtered, 
some  sort  of  an  injection  or  blood  test,  if  you  will.  We  are  doing 
that. 

I  am  told  that  the  science  right  now  doesn't  exist  to  do  that,  but 
we  are  moving  forward  to  find  it  and  fund  it.  I  have  met  with  the 
National  Academy  of  Sciences  people.  I  have  met  with  esteemed 
microbiologists  from  around  the  country.  There  are  numbers  of  in- 
novations, Senator,  that  we  are  reviewing. 

Senator  Cochran.  Well,  I  am  very  hopeful  that  we  can  see  some 
early  improvements  in  not  only  the  modern,  scientifically  based  ap- 
proaches to  meat  and  poultry  inspection,  but  that  we  can  also  build 
into  the  system  some  new  efficiencies.  It  seems  to  me  that  there 
are  probably  some  unnecessary  expenses  being  incurred  for  doing 
things  that  are  irrelevant  now,  given  the  fact  that  it  is  obvious  that 
some  of  these  most  feared  and  harmful  contaminants  in  meat  and 
poultry  cannot  be  detected  upon  examination  by  looking  at  some- 
thing or  feeling  of  it  or  smelling  it,  or  whatever  is  being  done  now 
by  the  numerous  persons  who  are  employed  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  conduct  these  inspections. 

I  am  beginning  to  think  that  there  is  more  pressure  being  put 
on  the  Department  by  the  organized  employee  unions  not  to  mod- 
ernize, not  to  take  advantage  of  the  new  scientific  discoveries,  than 
the  public  understands.  I  hope  as  a  part  of  your  effort,  you  will  look 
at  that  aspect  of  it,  too.  Just  adding  people  doesn't  have  anything 
to  do  with  stopping  E.  coli  bacteria  from  getting  into  meat  or  find- 
ing its  way  into  a  fast  food  operation. 

So  I  don't  want  us  to  mislead  the  public  by  saying  to  them  we 
are  doing  something  really  important  here  to  solve  the  E.  coli  prob- 
lem when  it  is  totally  irrelevant  in  solving  the  E.  coli  problem,  but 
to  concentrate  on  what  the  real  dangers  are  and  the  real  threats 
are  to  human  health  and  safety  in  the  food  inspection  problem 
area. 

I  want  vou  to  know  that  there  are  many  of  us  who  agree  with 
what  you  have  said  today  that  we  don't  need  in  1993  a  1933  inspec- 
tion system.  That  is  a  aisgrace  and  it  is  a  fraud  on  America  if  it 
is  permitted  to  continue. 

Secretary  Espy.  I  couldn't  agree  more,  and  I  have  met  with  some 
representatives  of  national  unions  and  I  listened  to  their  concerns. 
But  at  the  same  time  I  told  them,  and  assure  you,  that  concerns 
notwithstanding,  the  system  we  have  right  now  is  not  good  enough. 
We  have  to  move  toward  a  system  where  you  can  review  diseases 
based  on  microbiology  and  microscopes.  That  is  the  wave  of  the  fu- 
ture and  we  are  going  to  seize  it. 

Senator  Cochran.  I  notice  that  a  part  of  your  effort  is  going  to 
look  at  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  even  though  that  is  an  independent 
agency  and  it  is  not  really  the  subject  of  some  of  the  recommenda- 
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tions  today  that  are  contained  in  this  legislation  before  us,  and  that 
you  need  to  look  at  the  question  of  leadership  for  the  Forest  Serv- 
ice. 

One  concern  that  has  been  expressed  to  me — I  don't  have  a  judg- 
ment to  make  about  it,  but  I  thought  I  would  bring  it  up  as  a  ques- 
tion. Do  you  intend  to  continue  to  have  a  career  Forest  Service  per- 
son as  Chief  of  the  Forest  Service  or  will  this  become  a  wide-open 
political  appointment? 

Secretary  Espy.  That  is  a  question  right  now  that  is  being  con- 
sidered. In  all  honesty,  I  do  believe  that  the  current  individual, 
who  is  career,  should  be  replaced  and  the  selection  process  should 
begin  for  another  qualified  individual.  I  don't  much  care  personally 
whether  that  person  is  career  or  political.  Personally,  I  don't,  so  I 
am  not  sure  I  am  able  to  answer  vour  question  completely,  but  I 
do  think  we  need  new  leadership  there,  and  whether  it  is  political 
or  career  depends  on  the  person,  to  me. 

In  fact,  we  have  asked  some  of  the  career  employees  there  who 
are  very  good — and  if  there  is  one  thing  I  have  seen  since  I  have 
been  there,  I  would  like  to  applaud  the  career  employees.  I  have 
relied  on  them  and  in  most  cases  they  have  come  through  for  me, 
and  I  have  asked  some  of  them  to  be  elevated  into  administrative 
jobs.  In  fact,  I  think  more  than  any  other  Cabinet  Secretary,  I  have 
asked  career  folks  to  consider  going  political  because  the  way  the 
system  works,  that  is  the  only  way  it  can  be  done.  But  I  have  been 
really  happy  with  what  I  have  seen  over  there. 

Senator  Cochran.  Well,  I,  like  you,  probably  have  met  and  re- 
spect a  lot  of  the  career  employees  I  have  come  into  contact  with, 
and  I  think  there  is  an  abundance  of  talent  within  the  U.S.  Forest 
Service  from  which  you  could  draw  an  appropriate  group  of  names 
to  be  reviewed  for  Chief  of  the  U.S.  Forest  Service.  That  is  a  deci- 
sion the  administration  has  to  make.  We  do  get  the  right  to  advise 
and  consent,  though,  in  the  process,  so  I  hope  you  will  consult  be- 
fore decisions  are  made. 

Secretary  Espy.  Certainly,  we  will. 

Senator  Cochran.  In  that  connection,  in  looking  at  how  you  are 
going  to  reform  the  State  ASCS  and  other  farm  service  agencies, 
a  question  was  raised  in  opening  statements  about  whether  there 
will  be  farmer-elected  committee  men,  whether  there  would  be 
county  committees  to  advise  the  administrators  at  the  local  level. 
You  and  I  know  how  that  system  has  worked  in  the  past. 

What  is  the  plan  to  reform  that  aspect  of  the  organization?  You 
have  talked  about  county  administrative  offices,  program  offices, 
merging  them  into  farm  service  centers  for  up  to  six  counties  each. 
What  is  going  to  happen  to  the  farm  committees  of  Farmers  Home 
Administration,  the  State  ASCS  committees,  and  other  similar  sup- 
porting and  advisory  groups  within  that  whole  program  agency? 

Secretary  Espy.  I  will  ask  Mike  to  add  to  what  I  am  about  to  say 
if  I  leave  anything  out,  but  right  now  basically  the  FmHA,  as  we 
know  it,  will  no  longer  exist.  Therefore,  that  county  committee  will 
no  longer  exist.  The  ASCS,  as  we  know  it  today,  would  be  trans- 
ferred into  an  FSA  mode,  Farmer  Service  Administration,  which 
would  have  a  county  structure,  as  such,  and  that  structure  would 
be  five  people,  three  elected  and  two  appointed,  but  there  would  be 
no  FmHA  county  structure. 
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Mr.  Kelly.  Senator,  I  can  add  briefly  to  that.  The  Secretary's 
proposal  envisions,  in  fact,  keeping  for  the  new  Farm  Service  Agen- 
cy both  a  State-level  committee  and  a  county-level  committee.  As 
the  Secretary  has  suggested,  since  there  is  no  more  Farmers  Home 
Administration  in  the  proposal  and  since  the  Farmers  Home  Ad- 
ministration presently  has  a  separate  committee  structure,  those 
committees  of  Farmers  Home  and  ASCS  would  be  combined  at  the 
county  level  into  a  single  committee  of  five  members. 

Since  the  ASCS  committee  members  are  presently  elected,  and 
under  the  Consolidated  Farm  and  Rural  Development  Act  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  committee  members  are  presently 
appointed,  the  Secretary  elected  to  try  to  combine  those  two  selec- 
tion modes.  In  the  five-member  county  committee  supporting  the 
Farm  Service  Agency,  three  of  the  members  would  be  elected  by 
local  farmers  and  two  would  be  appointed. 

Senator  Cochran.  In  the  reorganization  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service,  what,  if  anything,  do  you  expect  to  change  with  respect  to 
district  soil  conservation  commissioners? 

Mr.  ROMINGER.  We  would  envision  as  part  of  our  reorganization 
that  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  and  the  local  district  boards  will 
work  very  closely  not  only  with  our  soil  conservation  personnel,  but 
also  with  the  new  Farm  Service  Agency  committee  and  the  staff 
there.  So  we  are  going  to  have  organizations  where  we  have  our 
natural  resources  committee  and  our  farm  service  organization 
working  with  the  RCDs,  but  this  reorganization  does  not  change 
anything  as  far  as  the  organization  of  the  conservation  districts. 
Those  are  not  creatures  of  the  Federal  (government. 

Senator  Cochran.  I  notice  there  are  a  couple  of  conservation 
functions  of  ASCS  that  are  not  moved  to  the  new  conservation 
agencies.  Why  do  you  leave  some,  like  ACP  and  some  of  the  other 
things,  under  the  auspices  of  ASCS  and  transfer  others?  Why  don't 
you  transfer  them  all? 

Mr.  RoMiNGER.  Well,  I  think  it  is  our  intention.  Senator,  to 
transfer  all  of  them.  Maybe  we  have  slipped  up  some  place,  but  it 
was  our  intention  that  all  the  conservation  programs  would  be 
transferred  to  the  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service. 

Secretary  Espy.  That  is  the  question  we  have  gotten  from  the 
other  side,  basically:  why  don't  you  leave  it  there.  We  hope  to  reor- 
ganize by  mission,  by  category,  and  transfer  all  of  the  conservation- 
related  and  environmentally  related  functions  into  the  so-called 
natural  resources  areas,  but  work  very  closely  with  the  FSA.  They 
would  be  located  in  the  same  service  center.  They  would  know  one 
another.  It  would  all  be  on  computer.  But  the  primary  program  ob- 
ligation and  the  line  function  would  be  in  the  one  agency. 

Senator  Cochran.  In  connection  with  the  Extension  Service,  I 
notice  that  we  have  under  the  Smith-Lever  Act  the  obligation  to 
provide  economic  research  information  and  family  economics  assist- 
ance to  rural  families  throughout  the  country.  There  have  been  or- 
ganized 4-H  Club  activities  and  Extension  Service  personnel  avail- 
able as  counselors  and  advisors  to  clubs.  Will  this  be  changed 
under  the  reorganization  and  reform  or  will  this  pretty  much  con- 
tinue as  it  is  now? 

Mr.  ROMINGER.  This  would  pretty  much  continue  as  it  is  now. 
Our  missions  at  USDA  are  carried  out  through  our  partnership 
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with  the  States  and  counties,  as  you  know,  in  the  Extension  Serv- 
ice, and  so  those  personnel  out  in  the  field  are  State  and  county 
employees  rather  than  Federal  employees.  The  Extension  Service  of 
USDA  is  the  headquarters,  the  Washington,  DC,  administrators 
working  with  our  partners  in  the  States  and  counties.  So  we  don't 
see  a  big  change  in  that  system. 

Senator  Cochran.  My  last  question  is  about  the  closing  of  some 
county  offices.  A  lot  of  the  county  employees  of  ASCS  are  not  civil 
service  employees,  and  under  tne  proposal,  as  I  understand  it, 
there  is  an  early  retirement  incentive  program  being  developed  and 
made  available  to  civil  service  employees.  Can  this  also  be  made 
available  to  ASCS  county  employees?  Are  they  going  to  be  treated 
in  a  discriminatory  fashion  under  this  arrangement? 

Mr.  Dewhurst.  The  administration,  I  think,  has  submitted  early 
buyout  legislation  on  a  Government-wide  basis.  I  would  stand  to  be 
corrected.  I  guess  it  is  my  understanding  that  that  program  would 
apply  only  to  Federal  employees.  That  may  be  something  that  we 
need  to  look  into,  but  we  are  not  independently  pursuing  that  au- 
thority. It  is  a  product  of  the  Vice  President's  total  review  and  a 
Government-wide  proposal. 

Senator  Cochran.  So  there  is  not,  then,  any  proposal  under  your 
reform  suggestions  that  would  give  any  incentives  or  provide  any 
benefits  for  persons  who  might  be  no  longer  needed  or  terminated 
in  some  fashion  who  now  work  in  the  county  offices  of  ASCS? 

Mr,  Dewhurst.  No,  we  do  not  have  a  proposal  for  the  county  of- 
fice employees.  Frankly,  it  is  not  entirely  clear  to  us  until  we  get 
the  details  worked  out  that  the  downturn  in  employment  in  the 
county  offices  would  be  such  that  you  would  need  that  kind  of  in- 
centive. We  just  need  to  look  real  closely  at  it.s 

Senator  Cochran.  Well,  nobody  is  going  to  be  quitting  for  a 
while  until  they  find  out,  you  know.  [Laughter.] 

Secretary  Espy.  I  wonder,  though,  if  we  are  not,  through  a  back- 
door method,  harming  our  intent  to  downsize  by  talking  about  this 
retirement  option  because  they  won't  be  quitting  either  until  they 
know  if  it  is  going  to  happen. 

The  Chairman.  I  think  one  thing  we  can  be  assured  of  is,  with 
all  the  hundreds  of  hearings  we  have  in  this  committee,  this  one 
may  be  watched  with  a  little  bit  more  care  by  all  USDA  employees 
than  otherwise.  Incidentally,  in  that  regard,  just  before  I  yield  to 
Senator  Boren,  I  want  to  note  that  not  only  will  we  keep  the  record 
open,  as  I  said  earlier,  but  I  want  to  make  it  clearly  understood, 
Mr.  Secretary,  when  you  and  the  others  look  back  over  some  of 
these  questions  and  these  answers,  if  there  is  more  information  you 
want  to  add  to  it  or  if  you  feel  it  wasn't  as  precise  as  you  wanted — 
this  is  too  important  a  subject,  obviously — the  transcript  will  be 
available  to  do  that.  This  isn't  a  "gotcha"  kind  of  a  hearing.  This 
is  a  hearing  to  really  lay  out  the  blueprint. 

Senator  Boren. 

Senator  BoREN.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  Just  fol- 
lowing up  very  quickly  on  one  point,  when  you  talked  about  merg- 


8  Note  for  the  Record:  The  Office  of  Personnel  Management  submitted  a  legislative  pro- 
posal, the  "Federal  Workforce  Restructuring  Act  of  1993,"  to  Congress  which  provides  for  separa- 
tion incentive  payments  to  Federal  employees  with  certain  specified  restrictions.  For  USDA, 
ASCS  county  employees  would  also  be  eligible  for  these  incentives. 
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ing  the  county  committees,  will  the  same  pattern  be  followed  in 
terms  of  the  State  committees?  Will  that  happen  in  the  same  way 
or  not? 

Mr.  Kelly.  Senator,  there  presently  are  no  State  committees 
supporting  the  Farmers  Home  Administration. 

Senator  BoREN.  Only  the  ASCS? 

Mr.  Kelly.  It  is  all  on  the  ASCS  side. 

Senator  BoREN.  Will  that  be,  then,  an  appointed  committee? 

Mr.  I^lly.  The  structure  will  be  an  appointed  committee,  as  it 
is  now,  yes,  sir. 

Senator  Boren.  All  right,  thank  you  very  much.  I  found  myself 
in  agreement  with  much  of  what  has  been  said.  Let  me  say  I  think 
Senator  Lugar  is  right  that  a  number  of  these  functions,  both  con- 
gressional relations  and  public  relations  functions,  badly  need  to  be 
centralized  so  the  Department  can  speak  with  one  voice,  and  also 
significant  savings  undertaken. 

I  agree  with  what  Senator  Cochran  said  about  the  need  to  keep 
the  meat  and  poultry  inspection  under  the  Department,  not  trans- 
fer it  to  FDA,  but  with  very  significant  improvements.  Mr.  Sec- 
retary, I  am  very  glad  to  hear  your  commitment  to  that  cause. 

I  also  agree  with  what  Senator  Feingold  and  the  chairman  have 
said  about  the  need  for  flexibility  in  how  we  merge  these  offices  to- 
gether. I  think  that  we  shouldn't  necessarily  think  of  them  as  be- 
longing to  one  county,  with  three  counties  not  having  an  office.  It 
may  well  be  a  relocation  so  that  you  are  in  a  central  point  of  serv- 
ing the  most  farmers. 

I  applaud  your  effort  to  bring  greater  efficiency.  I  have  been 
reading  some  of  your  statements  in  light  of  an  effort  I  made  back 
in  the  Reconciliation  Act  of  1981  when  I  proposed  we  mandate  a 
9-percent  reduction  in  headquarters  staff. 

There  are  two  statements  you  made  that  I  strongly  applaud.  You 
said,  I  mean  it  when  I  say  that  we  will  get  our  house  in  Washing- 
ton in  order  before  we  ask  folks  across  America  to  suffer  by  closing 
field  offices.  You  also  said  we  simply  don't  need  as  many  people 
telling  you  what  to  do,  talking  about  employees  at  the  grassroots 
level,  or  watching  you  and  what  you  do;  we  just  need  to  remove 
some  of  the  layers  of  bureaucracy. 

Secretary  Espy.  Can  I  correct  that  if  you  don't  mind,  sir?  I  said 
that  we  don't  need  1,000  public  affairs  employees  telling  America 
what  a  good  job  we  do. 

Senator  BoREN.  Well,  I  agree  with  that.  Now,  I  know  that  you 
have  asked  for  a  detailed  restructuring  plan  now  from  all  of  the 
States  and  local  levels.  Is  there  now  available  a  detailed  head- 
quarters restructuring  plan  that  shows  the  numbers  by  division 
tnat  will  be  reduced? 

Secretary  Espy.  At  the  Washington  level? 

Senator  Boren,  Yes. 

Secretary  Espy.  Yes,  sir.  In  anticipation  of  the  passage  of  this, 
knowing  that  it  might  change  in  full  review  of  it,  we  have  already 
asked  the  current  assistant  secretaries  and  the  acting  assistant 
secretaries  to  begin  the  process  of  consolidation.  We  have  two  com- 
mittees at  the  headquarters  level  on  implementation  of  this  par- 
ticular plan.  So,  you  know,  I  can't  say  that  we  are  through  with 
it,  but  we  are  certainly  well  into  it. 
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Senator  BOREN.  Well,  for  example,  I  assume  that  we  will  be  able 
to  know  the  exact  numbers  in  terms  of  the  7,500,  in  general,  in  the 
Department?  We  can  tell  exactly  when  you  close  a  certain  number 
of  county  offices  the  number  of  employees  there,  how  many  jobs  we 
will  no  longer  have  there.  We  have,  I  assume,  a  flow  chart  now  de- 
veloped in  terms  of  showing  this  reduction  in  agency  heads  from 
43  down  to  30. 

Secretary  Espy.  Yes. 

Senator  BOREN.  I  have  to  say,  in  all  honesty,  so  far  I  have  not 
been  furnished — we  have  requested  it  and  I  am  told  it  is  not  avail- 
able— ^the  detailed  numbers.  In  other  words,  how  many  employees 
will  there  be  in  exactly  each  one  of  these  divisions,  and  at  what 
level  of  compensation  will  these  people  be?  Will  they  be  manage- 
ment people  or  will  they  be  lower  echelon  jobs? 

For  example,  we  tried  to  look  at  the  attrition  studies  and  I  asked 
if  we  could  look  at  the  attrition  rates  at  headquarters  versus  the 
attrition  rates  in  the  field.  I  was  told  we  didn't  have  that  informa- 
tion; we  don't  have  it  broken  down  that  way.  I  then  was  able  to 
get  the  work  force  diversity  tracking  report,  and  that  didn't  give 
me  too  much  reassurance.  That  is  broken  down  not  b^  head- 
quarters and  field,  but  it  is  broken  down  by  GS  level,  and  it  shows 
that  we  have  a  much  higher  rate  of  attrition  among  GS-8  levels 
and  below  than  we  have  GS-9  on  up.  The  higher  it  goes,  the  less 
attrition. 

Speaking  as  one  individual,  I  think  that  we  have  got  over  12,000 
employees  here,  and  I  am  perfectly  willing  and  am,  in  fact,  sup- 
portive of  the  effort  to  make  these  reductions  by  bringing  about  ef- 
ficiencies. Senator  Lugar  has  talked  about  the  great  efficiency  that 
will  come  by  bringing  all  the  recordkeeping  together  in  central  of- 
fices that  will  allow  service  at  that  level,  and  also  information  here. 

But  I  will  be  very  reluctant — in  fact,  I  am  just  not  going  to  vote 
for  a  plan  that  cuts  exactly  by  number,  by  office,  with  that  kind 
of  detail  until  I  see  the  same  kind  of  detail  by  division,  by  job,  by 
GS  level,  here  at  the  national  headquarters  because  if  we  can  do 
that  job,  if  we  can  sit  down  at  the  field  office  and  we  can  say  we 
are  going  to  eliminate  7  jobs  at  this  office  and  14  jobs  there  and 
here  is  their  GS  level,  it  seems  to  me  puzzling  why  we  cannot  have 
that  same  level  of  detail  about  what  is  going  on  here  in  Washing- 
ton, 

In  fact,  if  we  are  only  cutting  800  in  Washington  and  if  we  are 
cutting  7.5  percent,  or  whatever,  across  the  board,  I  think  that  the 
taxpayers  would  feel  much  better  about  it  if  that  proportion  were 
significantly  higher  in  headquarters  than  it  is  in  the  field. 

Secretary  Espy.  I  understand. 

Senator  Boren.  So  far,  I  don't  see  any  differential  between  the 
percentage  of  cuts  in  headquarters  and  the  percentage  of  cuts  in 
the  field  to  go  along  with  we  are  not  going  to  ask  the  folks  at  home 
to  take  a  cut  in  service  until  we  have  more  than  done  our  part  at 
headquarters. 

Secretary  EsPY.  Senator,  could  I  ask  Mr.  Dewhurst  to  update  the 
committee  on  what  we  are  doing? 

Mr.  Dewhurst.  Well,  as  you  know,  of  the  Department's  total 
work  force,  we  have  11,886  people  in  headquarters  units  in  Wash- 
ington. We  have  two  sort  of  operating  instructions  here  that  are  to 
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be  complied  with.  One  is  that  the  headquarters  is  to  be  reduced  by 
at  least  as  much  as  the  field.  That  is  where  the  800  staff  comes 
from. 

The  Secretary  has  also  established  as  a  target  at  least  a  10-per- 
cent reduction  in  administrative  overhead  types  of  employees. 
About  4,000  of  the  11,886  people  in  Washington  fall  into  those  job 
categories,  so  headquarters  units  will  take  a  larger  share  of  cuts 
in  administrative  types  of  folks  than  you  will  find  at  other  levels 
of  the  bureaucracy. 

The  individual  sub-cabinet  officers  have  been  tasked  with  devel- 
oping individual  implementation  plans  for  their  areas  which  will 
capture  these  savings.  The  deadline  for  doing  that  is  essentially  by 
November.  We  have  not  had  the  ability  to  do  that  planning  until 
recently  because  the  decisions  on  the  structure  were  not  made  and 
therefore  it  was  very  difficult  to  get  things  rolling,  but  we  have  it 
being  done  as  an  integral  part  of  our  fiscal  year  1995  budget  proc- 
ess and  we  do  intend  to  be  able  to  present  those  kinds  of  details. 
The  Secretary  has  told  us  to  do  it  and  we  are  going  to  do  it. 

Senator  Boren.  Well,  I  am  glad  to  hear  that.  For  example,  it 
seems  to  me  we  should  be  able  to  have  a  breakdown  of  such  things 
as  the  travel  accounts  per  level.  We  should  be  able  to  look  at  the 
details  of  the  consolidation  plan  for  buildings  here  in  Washington 
that  ought  to  translate  into  certain  savings  as  we  go.  I  do  know, 
looking  at  the  figures,  that  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Administra- 
tion has  shown  some  large  increases  in  the  number  of  employees 
hired  since  January  without  corresponding  losses. 

The  only  thing  I  would  modify  and  I  would  urge  is  that  when  you 
say  at  least  as  large,  I  would  urge  significantly  larger  than  the  cuts 
that  we  are  applying  to  the  field  offices  because,  again,  I  think  that 
as  the  taxpayers  view  this,  they  want  to  make  sure — again,  in 
terms  of  flexibility  and  in  terms  of  innovation,  I  think  we  will  do 
better  by  cutting  out  some  of  the  layers  of  bureaucracy  here. 

In  terms  of  the  timetable  as  I  understand  it,  will  this  committee 
not  be  asked  to  vote  on  any  specific  cuts  or  the  closing  or  elimi- 
nation of  certain  county  offices  and  the  merging  of  those  into,  say, 
regional  offices  at  the  local  level  until  we  have  included  in  it  as  one 
omnibus  recommendation  the  exact  number  of  cuts  right  down  to 
the  one  digit  and  by  division,  including  the  savings  on  buildings 
and  other  cuts  that  will  come  from  administrative  costs  and  reduc- 
tions of  personnel  here  in  headquarters? 

We  will  not  be  asked,  will  we,  to  approve  this  consolidation  at 
the  county  level  until  we  have  that  level  of  detail  here  in  Washing- 
ton? 

Secretary  Espy.  Senator,  I  hope  I  am  understanding  your  ques- 
tion, but  in  order  to  effect  the  changes  that  we  are  discussing 
today,  of  course,  that  is  the  pleasure  of  this  committee  and  the  Sen- 
ate and  the  House  of  Representatives.  Much  of  what  we  are  doing 
is  reducing  and  closing  and  terminating  legislative  entities,  so  I 
can't  do  that  unilaterally. 

However,  when  it  comes  to  closing  county  offices,  that  is  some- 
thing I  can  do  unilaterally,  but  I  won't  do  it  until  I  consult  with 
everyone  that  should  be  talked  to.  You  know,  it  is  hard  to  say  we 
won't  do  this  until  that  is  done.  I  would  hate  to  get  into  that  level 
of  discussion,  but  we  are  moving  forward  as  quickly  as  we  can  with 
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both.  But  the  closure  and  merger  of  the  counties,  as  such,  really 
must  wait  until  a  lot  of  this  work  is  done  because  if  we  don't  create 
an  FSA,  if  we  don't  get  a  one-stop  shop  approach,  we  can't  do  it. 

Senator  Boren.  Exactly,  and  that  is  the  reason  I  go  back  to  this. 
Let  me  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  is  very  important  for  the  sake 
of  the  responsibility  of  our  committee  and  the  fiduciary  responsibil- 
ity we  have  to  our  constituents  who  are  served  by  these  agencies 
that  it  be  done  in  concert. 

It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  no  more  difficult,  not  at  all  more  dif- 
ficult— ^in  fact,  in  some  ways  it  is  simpler  and  less  complex  to  be 
able  to  come  up  with  the  information  for  headquarters  in  terms  of 
exact  numbers  right  down  to  the  line  and  the  job  description  by 
function  in  what  will  be  now  30,  as  opposed  to  43  different  areas. 
We  should  know  that  exactly;  we  should  have  some  information 
about  the  physical  consolidation,  and  these  other  things  should  not 
go  forward  because,  as  you  say,  I  guess  we  can  always  come  back 
in  the  legislation  and  mandate  these  changes. 

But  I  am  a  little  worried  to  say,  well,  we  have  got  this  down 
right  to  the  exact  number  of  offices,  right  down  to  the  exact  num- 
ber of  people;  we  are  really  on  top  of  every  single  detail  about  what 
we  are  going  to  do  down  here  in  the  field,  but  we  have  a  vague  goal 
of  cutting,  say,  800  jobs.  I  hope  it  will  be  a  lot  higher  than  that, 
quite  frankly,  and  I  would  urge  you  to  go  back  to  the  boards  be- 
cause I  don't  think  it  ought  to  just  be  the  same  number  at  the 
headquarters  as  it  is  out  there. 

I  think  we  can  make  substantial  cuts  here,  and  if  we  just  do 
what  Senator  Lugar  said  about  the  congressional  relations  and 
other  things,  there  can  be  substantial  savings  here  with  strength- 
ening the  hand  of  the  Secretary  at  the  same  time.  But  I  would  urge 
that  this  kind  of  information  be  developed,  and  it  is  not  reassuring 
when  we  say,  well,  we  can't  break  down  attrition  levels  between 
headquarters  and  the  field;  we  don't  yet  have  this  kind  of  detailed 
plan  because  we  have  assumed  for  the  purpose  of  looking  at  what 
we  are  going  to  do  at  the  county  level  and  the  local  level  the  ap- 
proval of  the  legislative  authority  for  the  merger. 

It  seems  to  me  we  can  make  those  same  kinds  of  assumptions. 
You  can  come  to  us  with  exactly  the  same  detail;  assuming  that 
this  is  approved,  this  is  what  we  are  doing  at  the  county  level,  but 
assuming  this  is  approved,  here  is  exactly  what  we  will  do  at  the 
headquarters  level,  broken  down  by  office,  division  and  job  descrip- 
tion. 

Secretary  EsPY.  That  is  what  we  are  doing,  sir. 

Senator  BoREN.  I  just  want  to  make  it  very  clear  that  my  sup- 
port, which  I  think  will  be  very  strong  for  what  you  are  going  to 
do  at  the  local  level,  is  absolutely  preconditioned  upon  getting  de- 
tailed information  as  to  what  is  going  to  be  done  here  at  head- 
quarters, because  if  there  is  anything  that  justifiably  makes  the 
t£ixpayers  angry  and  people  in  this  country  angry  down  at  the  level 
of  the  lower-paid  employees  and  the  people  that  are  doing  the  field 
work,  it  is  that  when  we  start  to  squeeze  efficiencies  out  we  are 
lot  better  at  squeezing  them  out  of  the  little  guy  at  the  field  level 
than  we  are  at  squeezing  them  out  of  those  at  the  headquarters 
who,  in  fact,  control  the  writing  of  the  reorganization  plan. 
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So  I  just  want  to  make  it  very  clear  that  I  am  very  enthusiastic 
about  your  goal  to  get  this  done,  but  I  am  going  to  be  very  un- 
happy, and  I  will  be  throwing  up  every  roadblock  procedurally  and 
otherwise  if  I  don't  get  the  same  kind  of  detailed  information  down 
to  the  exact  individual  as  to  what  is  going  to  happen  here. 

Secretary  Espy.  We  have  done  a  survey  as  to  now  many  unneces- 
sary telephone  jacks  we  need,  so  I  think  you  will  get  that  level  of 
detail  from  us.  But,  Senator,  I  assure  you  that  you  can  just  take 
a  random  visit  to  the  USDA,  open  any  door,  talk  to  any  current 
Washington-level  person  and  they  will  tell  you  that  we  have  been 
on  the  job  in  promoting  efficiencies. 

I  mean,  there  has  been  a  USDA  awards  ceremony  that  has  been 
ridiculed  in  times  past  for  enormous  costs,  sometimes  $1  million, 
$2  million,  that  I  canceled  because  we  had  43  of  them,  and  I  said 
we  don't  need  43  awards  ceremonies;  we  need  one  because  we  are 
one  USDA.  We  didn't  have  them  until  last  week,  so  it  was  post- 
poned from  March  or  June  until  last  week,  and  we  got  it  together 
and  had  it  because  our  employees  deserve  to  be  rewarded,  out  it 
was  at  a  much  reduced  cost.  We  had  it  in  front  of  our  building,  so 
we  didn't  have  to  rent  any  space.  So  we  are  doing  these  kinds  of 
things  at  the  Washington  level. 

Senator  BOREN.  Well,  I  don't  want  to  be  misunderstood.  I  may 
have  a  critical  edge  to  my  tone,  but  I  am  enthusiastic  about  what 
you  are  doing.  I  know  that  you  are  very  serious  and  sincere  about 
making  these  savings,  and  we  all  will  be  better  off  for  having  made 
them.  The  agricultural  community  will  be  better  off  the  more  we 
can  demonstrate  to  taxpayers  that  we  are  running  these  pro- 
grams— and  many  of  these  programs  are  essential  to  the  economic 
well-being  of  a  lot  of  people  that  don't  live  on  farms.  Sometimes, 
they  don't  understand  that,  but  it  is  very  essential  to  their  well- 
being. 

We  will  be  in  a  stronger  position  when  they  are  made,  and  so  I 
am  not  being  critical.  I  am  enthusiastic  about  the  main  thrust  of 
what  you  are  tr3ang  to  do,  but  I  do  want  to  make  sure  because  my 
experience  year  in  and  year  out — it  is  not  just  in  this  Department; 
it  is  in  all  departments — is  when  you  have  people  at  the  head- 
quarters level  who,  of  necessity,  are  in  charge  of  drawing  plans  to 
bring  about  greater  efficiency,  there  is  a  little  less  likelihood  that 
there  will  be  as  much  attrition  in  those  ranks  of  the  planners  of 
the  reorganization  as  there  will  be  in  the  ranks  of  those  who  are 
not  doing  the  planning  themselves. 

Since  that  is  a  natural  tendency,  I  think  we  almost  have  to 
overcorrect  against  that  tendency  to  make  sure  that  it  is  not  car- 
ried out,  and  I  just  want  to  serve  notice  that  I  will  seek  to  be  an 
"overcorrector"  in  working  with  you  on  it. 

Secretary  Espy.  You  have  served  it  and  it  has  been  noted,  and 
I  will  come  and  see  you  personally  with  these  data. 

Senator  Boren.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Lugar.  Mr.  Chairman,  just  following  up  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Oklahoma's  point,  I  certainly  would  hope, 
too,  that  the  degree  of  detail  was  furnished  with  regard  to  the 
headquarters.  Let  me  just  say  just  parenthetically  that  one  reason 
there  is  a  great  deal  of  detail  about  the  field  offices  is  that  many 
people  in  the  Department  have  been  at  work  for  some  time,  urged 
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by  this  committee,  to  find  the  detail,  and  so  that  background  work 
has  been  available  and  I  think  it  would  be  a  bad  mistake  if  we 
failed  to  move  upon  it. 

In  other  words,  I  am  sure  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Okla- 
homa is  not  saying  slow  down.  He  is  for  reform  and  so  am  I,  but 
if  we  were  to  come  to  a  situation  6  months  from  now  and  not  a  sin- 
gle ASCS  office  has  been  closed,  not  a  single  one  in  the  whole  coun- 
try, because  we  are  all  waiting  for  certain  details  for  a  specific 
agency  in  USDA  it  would  be  a  mistake  such  a  delay  is  not  far- 
fetched because  I  have  tried  to  make  a  point  that  from  Februap' 
of  a  year  ago  to  this  February,  only  one  ASCS  office  was  closed  in 
the  whole  country,  despite  the  fact  that  we  were  all  very  interested 
in  this  and  we  had  amassed  an  enormous  amount  of  detail. 

In  other  words,  the  inertia  of  the  system  is  so  great  that  without 
their  being  a  will  to  get  on  with  it,  it  won't  happen.  So  I  want  to 
see  you  visit  the  offices,  as  you  suggested,  come  forward  with  the 
plans,  and  proceed  with  them. 

Now,  I  am  hopeful  that  we  will  have  a  lot  of  detail  about  head- 
quarters. I  am  not  for  hitting  the  little  guy  and  letting  the  big  guy 
stay  or  any  such  nonsense  of  that  sort,  but  let  us  not  get  into  popu- 
list rhetoric  and  say  that  somehow  we  can't  close  a  single  office 
anywhere  in  the  country  until  we  have  all  the  detail  here.  That 
would  be  nonsense  and  it  simply  won't  fly. 

So  I  am  hopeful  that  you  will  move  to  get  the  detail  and  move 
at  the  headquarters,  but  I  am  encouraged  from  what  you  are  say- 
ing today  that  you  are  going  to  do  that.  Forty-three  agencies  down 
to  30  and  dispensing  of  the  public  relations  people  is  a  lot  of 
progress,  and  to  the  extent  that  you  can  keep  putting  those  figures 
on  the  board,  you  will  encourage  all  of  us. 

Secretary  Espy.  This  is  work  in  progress  and  it  continues  and  we 
are  not  going  to  slow  down,  and  I  hope  I  can  accommodate  Senator 
Boren's  concerns  and  I  hope  I  can  accommodate  yours  as  well. 

Senator  BOREN.  Senator  Lugar,  I  am  not  suggesting  to  slow 
down.  I  agree  with  you  that  there  is  a  lot  of  inertia,  but  there  real- 
ly is  no  excuse  for  not  being  able  to  develop  the  detail  at  head- 
quarters as  quickly  as  you  can  in  the  field.  We  ought  to  proceed 
with  both  of  those,  and  when  it  comes  down  to  voting  legislative 
authority  I  just  think  we  have  to  make  sure  because,  believe  me, 
we  have  seen  this  before.  We  have  more  people  at  headquarters 
here  than  we  have  farmers  in  a  lot  of  States,  and  I  don't  think  that 
is  populist  rhetoric.  That  is  what  is  the  matter  that  really  troubles 
taxpayers,  and  that  is  not  just  true  in  this  agency;  it  is  true  in  a 
lot  of  other  agencies,  going  back  to  one  of  our  former  Presidents 
that  used  to  tell  about  the  person  who  had  his  head  down  on  his 
desk  crying  because  his  beneficiary  had  died  that  he  worked  with. 
I  just  think  that  is  not  totally  exaggerated  and  I  feel  very  strongly 
about  it. 

I  am  not  going  to  vote  for  changes  of  authority — I  don't  mean  to 
slow  down  closing  offices,  but  I  am  not  going  to  vote  for  changes 
in  authority  or  for  a  final  budget  until  I  know  we  have  made  this 
progress  in  headquarters  as  well,  not  to  slow  down  the  other,  but 
to  speed  up  the  headquarters  process. 

The  Chairman.  I  might  add,  and  it  is  just  to  put  this  all  in  con- 
text, that  I  associate  myself  very  much  with  what  Senator  Lugar 
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said  and  I  understand  and  share  many  of  the  concerns  of  Senator 
Boren.  I  do  not  want,  nor  do  I  suspect  anybody  is  suggesting,  that 
we  have  a  situation  where  any  one  small  missing  item  could  stop 
the  whole  plan  because  that  is  a  prescription  for  those  who  don't 
want  change  to  try  to  out-wait  all  of  us — ^you,  me.  Senator  Lugar, 
Senator  Boren,  the  President,  and  everybody  else.  That  is  not  going 
to  happen. 

We  will  have  vigorous  oversight  in  this  committee  of  what  is 
being  done.  I  will  also  convene,  as  both  Senators  here  know  I  have 
done  in  the  past,  some  informal  meetings.  You  have  already  ex- 
pressed a  willingness  to  do  that.  We  will  probably  have  some  of 
those  where  we  will  have — especially  when  the  Senate  session 
slows  down  a  little  bit — informal  sessions  where  we  can  all  sit 
around  and  have  a  good,  ofif-the-record,  if  need  be,  give-and-take. 

But  this  is  going  to  go  forward.  We  have  an  opportunity  now,  and 
that  is  an  opportunity  that  is  going  to  be  lost  if  we  take  very  long 
to  do  it  just  because  of  the  way  things  work.  There  are  those  who 
will  wave  the  flag  saying  they  are  for  it  within  the  bureaucracy, 
but  hope  it  will  never  happen.  We  are  going  to  make  it  happen.  We 
are  going  to  work  with  vou  and  we  are  going  to  support  vou  on  it, 

Mr.  Secretary,  I  thank  you  very,  very  much  for  being  here.  You 
and  your  colleagues  have  done  a  great  service.  We  are  going  to  go 
forward  with  this  reorganization.  We  are  going  to  have  a  time 
when  you  are  going  to  see  Republicans,  Democrats,  you  and  the  ad- 
ministration all  holding  hands  being  proud  of  it.  Thank  you  very, 
very  much. 

Secretary  Espy.  Thank  you.  Senator. 

[Pause.] 

The  Chairman.  I  am  delighted  to  have  all  of  you  here.  Mr. 
Swenson,  we  chatted  last  night  and  I  knew  you  were  going  to  be 
here.  We  are  going  to  start  with  you,  sir,  and  I  would  ask  each  of 
you — we  will  put  your  full  statements  in  the  record — to  summarize 
any  particular  point  that  you  want  us  to  have  in  mind.  We  are 
going  to  have  a  vote  and  it  is  possible  we  may  not  be  able  to  re- 
sume the  hearing  after  that  vote  starts, 

Mr.  Swenson. 

STATEMENT  OF  LELAND  H.  SWENSON,  PRESmENT,  NATIONAL 
FARMERS  UNION,  DENVER,  CO 

Mr.  Swenson.  Well,  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  com- 
mend you  for  holding  today's  hearing  on  the  very  important  issue 
of  reorganizing  USDA,  and  I  think  it  is  more  than  just  reorganiz- 
ing. It  is  bringing  it  from  the  1930's  to  the  20th  century,  but  to  the 
21st,  to  the  22d  century  as  we  take  a  look  at  reorganization. 

As  you  have  mentioned,  I  submit  for  the  record  a  copy  of  the 
complete  text,  and  will  attempt  to  just  highlight  some  of  the  key 
points  that  we  have  in  regard  to  the  proposed  legislation  that  was 
submitted  for  your  consideration  and  markup  by  the  Department. 

First  of  all,  let  me  say  that  the  National  Farmers  Union  endorses 
the  Secretary's  proposal  to  create  an  independent  National  Appeals 
Division,  We  do  believe,  however,  that  it  needs  to  include  more 
than  just  farm  lending  programs  and  commodity  program  appeals. 
I  urge  your  leadership  in  making  sure  that  it  be  inclusive  of  crop 
insurance,  of  conservation,  of  rural  development  appeals  process 
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within  its  structure.  I  think  Senate  bill  1425  provides  a  fair  and 
objective  appeals  process  and  should  be  included  within  the  lan- 
guage of  enabling  legislation. 

We  endorse  the  Secretary's  recommendation  to  elevate  food,  nu- 
trition and  consumer  services  to  a  position  of  under  secretary.  The 
program  offered  within  this  agency,  I  believe,  according  to  a  recent 
GAO  study,  shows  that  about  53  percent  of  the  total  USDA  budget 
is  spent  within  the  food  area,  and  we  saw  reports  yesterday  where 
the  number  of  people  in  poverty  continues  to  grow.  The  fact  that 
nearly  22  percent  of  our  children,  14.6  million,  now  live  in  pov- 
erty— there  is  a  need  for  a  school  lunch  program,  and  an  expanded 
school  lunch  program  and  nutrition  program  for  those  people. 

We  strongly  endorse  the  emphasis  Secretary  Espy  is  recommend- 
ing for  the  establishment  of  the  new  Under  Secretary  for  Rural 
Economic  and  Community  Development.  We  support  the  establish- 
ment of  the  Rural  Utilities  Service  and  the  programs  proposed 
within  the  agency.  We  urge  your  consideration,  though,  Mr.  Chair- 
man and  members  of  the  committee,  for  looking  at  combining  the 
proposed  Rural  Community  Development  Service  and  the  rural 
business  and  cooperative  development  agencies  that  are  proposed 
into  one  agency,  entitled  Agricultural,  Rural  Community,  and  Co- 
operative Development  Service.  We  believe  such  a  structure  would 
enable  better  coordination  of  the  programs,  and  also  USDA  could 
be  delivered  in  a  more  efficient  and  cost-effective  manner. 

We  urge  that  in  the  reorganization  legislation  you  include  the  es- 
tablishment of  a  State  executive  director  for  rural  economic  and 
community  development  in  each  State  to  oversee  the  delivery  of 
those  programs  with  an  emphasis  on  rural  development. 

We  also  urge  Congress  to  continue  its  historic  and  important  role 
of  confirmation  of  agency  administrators  for  selected  agencies,  such 
as  the  Rural  Utilities  Service  and,  as  we  propose,  the  Agricultural, 
Rural  Community,  and  Cooperative  Development  Service. 

I  would  also  like  to  address  the  proposed  Under  Secretary  for 
Farm  and  International  Trade  Service  and  the  Office  of  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Natural  Resources.  We  urge  consideration  of  creating 
an  Under  Secretary  for  International  Trade  in  and  of  and  by  itself 
The  importance  of  trade  for  agriculture  is  well  understood  and  the 
world  is  changing.  In  addition  to  the  outlined  responsibilities  that 
the  Secretary  pointed  out  in  his  legislation,  we  noticed  that  last 
week  the  President  announced  objectives  linking  foreign  aid  to  ex- 
port opportunities,  and  the  ongoing  world  events  that  we  have  seen 
unfold  before  us,  we  believe,  creates  the  necessity  to  have  an  Under 
Secretary  for  International  Trade  within  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture. 

We  urge  the  establishment  of  an  Under  Secretary  for  Farm  Serv- 
ices, Natural  Resources  and  the  Environment,  in  other  words  ele- 
vating out  of  an  assistant  secretary  position  that  of  the  Natural  Re- 
source Conservation  Service  proposed  by  the  Secretary  in  the  ena- 
bling legislation. 

We  support  the  concept  of  the  FSA  as  proposed  in  Section  102, 
but,  as  I  mentioned,  elevating  the  Natural  Resource  Conservation 
Service  into  the  under  secretary  position.  We  believe  this  will  bring 
us  into  the  next  decade,  the  next  generation,  in  the  structure  of 
where  farm  programs  have  gone  in  linking  together  conservation 
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and  environment,  such  as  water  quality  and  conservation  in  the 
1985  and  1990  programs. 

We  would  like  to  urge  that  we  have  a  State  director,  also,  within 
the  farm  service,  natural  resources  and  environment,  in  the  law, 
and  we  urge  consideration  of,  again,  congressional  confirmation  of 
the  agency  administrators.  Witn  the  previous  two  recommenda- 
tions, of  course,  that  means  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Natural  Re- 
sources, as  proposed,  should  become  an  Assistant  Secretary  for  For- 
est Service.  As  was  mentioned  in  the  Secretar/s  comments,  3  of 
every  10  employees  in  the  USDA  are  within  the  Forest  Service,  and 
if  reductions  are  going  to  occur,  they  need  to  look  in  that  area. 

We  are  concerned  within  the  proposed  changes  in  the  State, 
coimty  and  area  committees  of  allowing  nonfarmers,  according  to 
the  proposed  legislation,  to  serve  on  those.  We  oppose  any  proposal 
which  would  attempt  to  move  the  poultry  and  meat  inspection  from 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  USDA,  and  I  would  just  raise  a  point  of  con- 
cern that  we  see  as  unclear  in  the  advantage  to  be  obtained  in 
merging  the  grgiin  inspection  with  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Ad- 
ministration, and  we  would  oppose  taking  any  action  which  would 
diminish  the  ability  to  function  effectively. 

In  closing,  let  me  say  that  we  urge  the  committee  to  hold  a  series 
of  field  hearings.  Most  of  the  proposed  reorganization  has  been  de- 
veloped internally.  We  must  allow  new  State  directors  and  State 
committee  members  to  have  an  integral  part  in  the  development. 

Mr.  Chairman,  you  commented  on  your  staff  members'  reaction 
as  they  visited  Vermont.  I  sense  that  same  reaction  as  I  travel  the 
country.  Their  involvement  with  that  of  the  public  who  use  the 
services  of  USDA  will  enable  input  reflective  of  the  changes  called 
for  in  putting  people  first. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  share 
quickly  our  comments. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much  and,  as  I  said,  the  full 
statement  will  be  made  part  of  the  record.  ^ 

The  Chairman.  The  next  member  of  the  panel  is  Mr.  Avram 
Patt,  who  coincidentally  is  the  Vice  President  of  the  Washington 
Electric  Cooperative  in  East  Montpelier,  Vermont,  the  co-op  that  I 
get  my  electricity  from.  One  might  question  his  abilities  because  he 
is  here  and  not  in  Vermont  at  the  height  of  the  foliage  season,  but 
then  I  realized  that  if  I  raised  that  point,  the  same  could  be  said 
of  the  chairman  of  this  committee,  why  is  he  here  and  not  in  Ver- 
mont at  the  most  beautiful  time  of  the  year. 

Avram,  it  is  a  delight  to  have  you  here.  Please,  go  ahead. 

STATEMENT  OF  AVRAM  PATT,  VICE  PRESIDENT,  WASHINGTON 
ELECTRIC  CO-OP,  INC.,  EAST  MONTPELIER,  VT 

Mr.  Patt.  Thank  you.  Senator.  As  the  Senator  said,  I  am  Vice 
President  of  the  Washington  Electric  Co-op  in  East  Montpelier, 
Vermont,  which  serves  about  8,000  consumers  in  parts  of  4  rural 
counties  in  Vermont.  I  am  the  Director  of  the  Vermont  Office  of 
Economic  Opportunity,  which  administers  at  the  State  level  a  num- 
ber of  USDA  food  and  nutrition  programs,  and  I  offer  you  the  per- 
spective of  someone  broadly  committed  to  healthy  rural  commu- 


9  See  page  65. 
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nities  and  economic  opportunity  for  all  citizens,  although  I  am  here 
specifically  on  behalf  of  our  co-op  and  others  across  the  Nation. 

We  support  the  reorganization  being  proposed  by  Secretary  Espy. 
We  commend  him  for  it,  and  we  commend  the  members  of  this 
committee  for  their  interest  and  for  their  perseverance  in  this  area. 

The  structural  changes  proposed  by  the  Department  make  com- 
mon sense.  For  starters,  the  proposed  restructuring  recognizes  the 
distinction  between  rural  and  agricultural.  Certainly,  agriculture  is 
the  engine  that  drives  much  of  the  rural  economy,  but  ever  more 
importEint  to  rural  areas  is  economic  diversity  and  economic  devel- 
opment activities  that  focus  on  local  resources,  both  agricultural 
and  other,  including  tourism,  telecommunications,  transportation, 
and  manufacturing.  In  addition,  I  would  like  to  emphasize  the  im- 
portance of  self-employment  and  micro  business  as  being  very  sig- 
nificant contributors  to  rural  economies. 

The  restructuring  of  those  rural  development  programs  that  do 
not  focus  on  agriculture  under  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Small 
Community  and  Rural  Development  gives  new  and  necessary  em- 
phasis to  those  Federal  programs. 

As  the  members  of  this  committee  are  aware,  and  you  especially, 
Mr.  Chairman,  many  of  our  local  government  entities  do  not  have 
staff  to  trudge  through  the  paperwork  necessary  to  bring  Federal 
technical  and  financial  assistance  to  their  communities. 

For  6  years,  I  was  chairman  of  a  local  board  of  selectmen  of  a 
town  of  about  1,200  people  in  Vermont.  The  employees  of  that  town 
were  the  town  clerk,  three  road  crew,  and  one  sewer  plant  opera- 
tor. We  had  no  planners,  we  had  no  economic  development  office. 
That  is  why  the  restructuring  of  rural  development  programs 
under  one  roof  is  so  eminently  sensible.  It  clusters  programs  that 
can  be  genuinely  helpful  where  they  can  be  found  by  ordinary  peo- 
ple. Federal  programs  can  indeed  be  designed  to  support  locally  de- 
signed projects,  rather  than  the  local  project  struggling  to  fit  a 
maze  of  categorical,  rule-bound  programs. 

I  am  pleased  that  the  reorganization  will  house  the  programs  of 
the  Rural  Electrification  Administration  within  the  umbrella  of 
rural  development  programs.  Essentially,  rural  electrification  has 
been  a  development  program  since  its  inception.  Rural  electric  sys- 
tems such  as  Washington  Electric  Co-op  are  a  vital  part  of  the  fab- 
ric of  many,  many  rural  communities.  They  are  in  their  commu- 
nities for  the  long  haul,  and  we  believe  in  and  we  are  committed 
to  sound  economic  development. 

A  second  positive  aspect  of  the  realignment  of  development  pro- 
grams is  the  recognition  of  the  need  that  rural  communities  have 
to  provide  adequate  basic  services  such  as  water  and  waste  treat- 
ment, and  that  these  services  are  critical  for  economic  and  commu- 
nity development. 

One  of  the  extremely  important  functions  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  has  been  in  the  area  of  food  and  nutrition.  Increasing 
the  stature  of  this  essential  function  by  making  it  the  direct  re- 
sponsibility of  an  under  secretary  sends  a  clear  message  that  the 
Department  is  committed  to  the  prevention  of  hunger  and  mal- 
nutrition which  is  the  growing  shame  of  our  inner  cities,  our  sub- 
urbs, our  small-town  main  streets  and  our  farm  lands.  We  have 
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farmers  in  Vermont  applying  for  food  stamps  now,  and  you  know 
that  something  is  wrong. 

Frankly,  rural  Americans,  myself  included,  don't  much  care  ex- 
actly how  the  boxes  get  rearranged  here  in  Washington.  What  we 
do  support  is  a  commonsense,  flexible,  efficient  provision  of  Federal 
services,  and  we  think  that  the  Secretary's  proposal  will  do  that 
and  we  are  happy  to  be  here  to  support  it. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you.  When  you  mention  those  farmers  on 
food  stamps,  some  of  them  are  people  I  have  known  all  my  life.  You 
and  I  can  think  of  some  of  the  same  people,  and  that  is  not  the 
way  it  should  be  at  all. 

Mr.  Patt.  No,  and  they  are  still  tr/ing  to  run  their  farms  and 
they  are  getting  food  stamps  in  order  to  do  it. 

The  Chairman.  It  is  not  the  way  it  should  be. 

Mr.  Pearson,  Senator  Lugar  has  said  nice  things  about  you  even 
when  you  weren't  here,  so  I  am  going  to  yield  to  him  to  introduce 
you. 

Senator  Lugar.  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  indeed  the  next  witness  is 
a  distinguished  farmer  from  my  home  State  of  Indiana,  as  well  as 
a  very  dear  friend  and  a  distinguished  president  in  our  Farm  Bu- 
reau. He  has  done  a  great  job  and  I  look  forward  to  his  testimony. 

STATEMENT  OF  HARRY  L.  PEARSON,  PRESmENT,  INDIANA 
FARM  BUREAU  FEDERATION,  INC.,  HARTFORD  CITY,  INDI- 
ANA, ON  BEHALF  OF  THE  AMERICAN  FARM  BUREAU  FED- 
ERATION 

Mr.  Pearson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  especially  thanks 
to  you.  Senator  Lugar.  I  do  appreciate  the  chance  to  be  nere.  We 
do  raise  com  and  soybeans  and  wheat,  and  I  hope  the  combine  is 
running  while  I  am  here  today. 

You  do  have  a  longer  version  and  I  will  try  to  shorten  this  one 
up  considerably.  Let  me  start  by  saying  that  the  Farm  Bureau  has 
a  long  record  of  supporting  efficiency  in  Government  and  prudent 
cost  containment  strategies,  and  we  do  believe  and  recognize  that 
in  response  to  changing  priorities,  budget  realities,  and  the  public 
policy  objective  of  reinventing  government,  the  USDA  is  going  to 
undergo  significant  changes. 

We  have  tried  to  follow  the  developments  fairly  closely  with  the 
reorganization  that  is  taking  place  not  only  locally,  but  also  here 
in  Washington.  There  are  some  uncertainties  that  exist  that  we  are 
not  sure,  even  with  the  discussion  today,  as  to  what  some  of  that 
outcome  may  be,  but  there  are  three  questions  that  come  to  mind 
fairly  quickly. 

Number  one,  will  farmers  and  other  USDA  constituents  receive 
service  that  is  as  good  as  or  better  than  is  provided  in  the  current 
structure?  Number  two,  will  the  transition  to  a  new  structure  re- 
sult in  valuable  services  being  interrupted  or  deemphasized  in  the 
process?  The  splitting  of  Farmers  Home  services,  for  example — will 
those  credit  needs  for  farmers  still  be  there  that  are  currently 
there?  Third,  then,  will  agencies  that  have  had  a  valuable  mission 
and  are  targeted  for  merger  or  restructuring  continue  to  fulfill 
their  mission  in  the  restructured  USDA?  We  hope  they  will. 

Certainly,  there  are  a  lot  of  good  concepts  that  have  surfaced 
during  the  process  and  during  the  testimony  here  today.  We  would 
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like  to  outline  some  points  that  we  believe  are  important  in  this 
restructuring  process. 

Number  one,  as  you  look  at  the  offices,  we  must  continue  to  rely 
upon  a  form  of  decentralized  county  offices  and  we  feel  that  a  farm- 
er's needs  can't  be  served  by  just  locating  these  offices  in  large 
cities  and  towns,  and  that  has  been  talked  about. 

A  long-term  goal  should  be  to  combine  offices  and  personnel  that 
can  work  with  farmers  on  a  single  site,  and  that  is  happening  in 
Indiana  and  it  is  good.  As  farm  service  centers  are  created,  it  re- 
duces overhead  and  staff,  but  in  that  process  we  feel  it  can  only 
be  done  once  the  programs  are  adequately  put  together  as  you 
move  those  farm  service  centers  into  local  area. 

The  third  point  is  that  programmatic  restructuring  should  not 
eliminate  local  involvement  through  the  use  of  constituent  commit- 
tees, and  that  has  been  talked  about  today.  If  anything,  centraliza- 
tion increases  the  need  for  local  input  from  ASCS  committees,  soil 
and  water  conservation  committees,  and  the  Farmers  Home  com- 
mittees to  make  sure  that  those  programs  are  adapted  to  meet  the 
conditions  in  those  service  areas. 

We  strongly  believe  that  they  must  continue  to  perform  their  dis- 
tinct functions  and  not  be  merged  into  a  single  committee  that 
makes  decisions  on  all  farm  service  agency  matters,  and  certainly 
we  would  support  the  election  of  those  committees  by  their  peers 
as  currently  is  being  done. 

Even  as  you  merge  these  committees  and  agencies,  it  is  not  going 
to  eliminate  the  need  for  specialized  technical  resources  that  have 
been  previously  concentrated  in  single  agencies.  Farmers  will  con- 
tinue to  need  the  advice  and  expertise  of  soil  conservationists,  ex- 
tension specialists,  and  other  technical  advisers  regardless  of  what 
agency  provides  these  services. 

We  do  not  believe  that  the  knowledge  base  of  specialists  should 
be  diminished  through  the  requirement  that  they  become  general- 
ists  in  order  to  reflect  the  multiple  disciplines  encompassed  by 
merging  several  agencies.  With  this  in  mind,  we  are  pleased  that 
the  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  will  continue  to  pro- 
vide valuable  technical  support  that  has  been  the  main  objective  of 
SCS,  but  we  are  concerned  as  we  see  that  change  at  this  agency 
that  has  been  a  good  service  agency  to  agriculture  that  it  does  not 
become  a  police  agency  for  agriculture  in  that  process. 

We  will  not  support  the  shifting  of  responsibilities  currently 
being  carried  out  by  USDA  agencies  to  other  departments  as  a  con- 
sequence of  reorganization.  We  appreciate  the  Secretary's  position 
and  statement  today  and  we  continue  to  support  keeping  the  Food 
Safety  Inspection  Service  with  the  USDA. 

We  do  support  the  creation  of  the  National  Appeals  Division.  We 
believe  that  its  functions  should  be  extended  to  the  Natural  Re- 
sources Conservation  Service  to  cover  such  areas  as  wetlands  delin- 
eations and  conservation  compliance  in  order  to  provide  farmers 
with  an  impartial  recourse  in  these  situations. 

As  Mr.  Swenson  said,  we  do  not  support  the  merging  of  Packers 
and  Stockyards  with  FGIS.  We  think  industry  conditions  are  sub- 
stantially different  and  these  agencies  perform  unique,  separate 
functions  that  would  not  permit  an  easy  transition  to  a  merger  into 


54 

a  single  agency.  We  are  concerned  about  the  concentration  in  the 
whole  meat-packing  area  that  is  taking  place. 

Again,  we  appreciate  the  chance  to  testify  today  and  we  look  for- 
ward to  providing  additional  information  in  the  future.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  am  going  to  go  vote  and 
then  I  will  be  back.  We  nave  got  about  4  minutes  left  before  the 
vote  runs  out. 

[Recess.] 

The  Chairj-ian.  Mr.  Talbert,  I  apologize  for  the  delay.  When  we 
have  the  roll  call  vote,  what  happens  is  that  you  get  detained  on 
the  floor.  I  had  to  clear  another  piece  of  agricultural  legislation 
that  the  leadership  is  ready  to  take  up.  But  please  go  ahead,  sir. 
We  are  delighted  you  could  oe  here. 

STATEMENT  OF  GERALD  TALBERT,  DIRECTOR  OF  POLICY  AND 
PROGRAMS,  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  CONSERVATION 
DISTRICTS,  WASHINGTON,  DC 

Mr.  Talbert.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Good  afternoon,  and 
thank  you  for  allowing  us  to  participate  in  this  hearing.  I  am  Ger- 
ald Talbert,  Director  of  Policy  and  Programs  for  the  National  Asso- 
ciation of  Conservation  Districts,  but  I  am  here  today  on  behalf  of 
not  just  NACD,  but  also  NASCA,  the  National  Association  of  State 
Conservation  Agencies. 

As  you  know,  conservation  districts  are  special-purpose  units  of 
State  government  and  they  are  responsible  for  coordinating  and 
carrying  out  comprehensive  natural  resource  management  pro- 
grams. State  conservation  agencies  are  designated  by  State  govern- 
ment to  coordinate  with  conservation  districts  in  the  State,  and 
they  also  allocate  State  assistance  to  conservation  districts. 

Collectively,  we  deploy  over  7,000  employees  and  channel  more 
than  $700  million  for  solutions  to  local  conservation  problems.  We 
are  partners  with  USDA  and  we  jointly  implement  Federal,  State 
and  local  programs.  We  operate  as  a  partnership  and  we  are  guid- 
ed by  formal  memoranda  of  understanding.  Districts  and  SCS  for 
the  most  part  are  already  collocated;  they  share  resources,  equip- 
ment and  personnel. 

To  our  current  customers,  which  are  over  2.5  million  land  owners 
and  land  users  who  control  the  care  of  over  800  million  acres  across 
the  country,  we  are  one.  It  is  difficult  to  tell  us  apart  out  in  the 
field  because  we  do  the  same  job,  we  share  the  same  mission,  and 
that  is  to  help  provide  a  production  Nation  in  harmony  with  the 
environment.  Because  of  this  unique  relationship,  any  action  to  re- 
organize USDA  has  a  direct  and  an  immediate  impact  on  us.  We 
consider  ourselves  to  be  an  integral  part  of  Team  USDA. 

As  for  the  plan  that  Secretary  Espy  has  developed,  we  applaud 
his  leadership  and  we  congratulate  him  on  his  efforts  to  date.  We 
are  pleased  to  see  that  Secretary  Espy  chose  to  approach  this  issue 
by  starting  at  the  top  and  working  down.  As  has  been  said  several 
times  this  morning,  too  many  previous  efforts  have  been  focused  on 
the  field-office  level  first. 

We  are  especially  pleased  with  the  proposal  to  create  a  Natural 
Resources  Conservation  Service.  We  think  it  is  imperative  for 
USDA  to  elevate  the  priority  of  conservation  and  environmental 
protection,  and  the  creation  of  that  new  agency  would  accomplish 
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that.  Not  only  would  this  proposal  improve  efficiency,  but  it  would 
also  send  a  strong  signal  that  USDA  is  serious  about  conservation 
and  natural  resource  management. 

Also,  the  creation  of  the  Office  of  Agricultural  Environmental 
Quality  would  support  the  resolve  of  this  new  USDA.  The  failure 
to  do  so  would  invite  continued  questioning,  at  best,  and  at  worst 
it  could  possibly  prepare  the  way  for  an  eventual  transfer  of 
USDA's  conservation  delivery  system  to  EPA.  We  think  that  even- 
tuality would  be  extremely  unfortunate. 

For  the  Secretary's  plan  to  work,  we  think  three  things  need  to 
happen.  First,  USDA  must  maintain  a  presence  where  there  is  a 
documented  conservation  workload.  The  plan  needs  flexibility,  as 
you  alluded  to,  especially  at  the  State  level,  and  NRCS  would  need 
to  be  in  areas  where  the  Food  Security  Act  is  not  right  now.  We 
must  go  to  the  customer,  and  we  have  major  responsibilities  in 
areas  that  may  be  outside  a  commodity  crop  area,  such  as  wet- 
lands, riparian  areas,  water  quality,  pasture  and  range  manage- 
ment, and  urban  and  community  assistance. 

Second,  we  feel  the  plan  must  result  in  a  major  redirection  of 
personnel  to  the  field  level,  not  necessarily  increasing  the  number 
of  employees,  but  redeploying  the  existing  number.  We  think,  as  a 
goal,  there  should  be  2,000  to  3,000  more  Federal  employees  out  in 
the  field  dealing  with  land  owners.  There  must  be  a  way  to  im- 
prove that  ratio  of  employees  that  work  with  land  owners  and  land 
users. 

Third,  we  feel  we  must  find  a  way  to  involve  the  State  and  local 
partners.  This  might  be  best  accomplished  through  formal  member- 
ship on  the  State  food  and  agricultural  councils. 

In  closing,  I  would  say  that  we  support  the  Secretary's  plan.  We 
offer  our  assistance  in  this  process  to  reorganize  USDA.  All  that  we 
ask  is  that  you  recognize  our  role  and  our  relationship  and  care- 
fully consider  the  impact  that  these  decisions  would  have  on  us. 

Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  I  understand  the  role,  and  I  also  understand  the 
expansion  of  the  administration's  recent  wetlands  policy  reforms.  I 
believe  you  and  I  want  them  to  work.  For  the  last  several  years, 
I  have  worked  with  the  Department  on  water  quality  problems, 
and  it  has  been  difficult  to  find  out  just  what  the  goals  are.  One 
agency  would  defer  to  another  agency  and  they  would  go  back  and 
forth  as  to  what  the  ultimate  goals  were.  Management  would  say, 
we  will  talk  to  technical  people.  Technical  people  would  say,  well, 
we  know  the  technical  ways,  but  we  need  management  to  tell  us 
what  is  required. 

Would  the  proposed  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service 
have  a  better  idea  of  what  the  overall  water  policy  is? 

Mr.  Talbert,  I  would  hope  so,  especially 

The  Chairman.  I  mean,  am  I  wrong  in  this  frustration?  Do  you 
have  a  sense  of  frustration  of  knowing  exactly  what  the  overall  na- 
tional policy  is? 

Mr.  Talbert.  Oh,  absolutely,  especially  the  issue  about  getting 
coordination  among  all  the  Federal  agencies  that  have  input  in 
those  processes.  I  know  many  of  our  district  cooperators,  the  land 
owners  out  there,  are  very  confused  and  they  are  very  frustrated 
by  the  amount  of  time  that  these  decisions  take  and  how  much  it 
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costs,  and  a  lot  of  times  they  can't  really  make  sense  out  of  the  ra- 
tionale and  the  criteria  that  went  into  those  decisions. 

We  are  hoping  that  the  administration's  announcement  about 
new  wetlands  policy  would  be  something  that  would  help  to  facili- 
tate that  process.  The  fact  that  SCS  hopefully  would  become  the 
Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  and  would  have  leadership 
on  determination  of  wetlands  in  agricultural  areas,  I  think,  would 
be  a  big  help,  and  also  that  USDA  has  taken  some  leadership  in 
trying  to  coordinate  among  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  other 
agencies  that  would  have  input  so  that  they  have  got  maybe  some 
criteria  that  they  can  all  agree  on  and  kind  of  speed  up  that  inter- 
agency coordination  that  they  need. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Commissioner  Odom,  you  have,  in  a  way,  the 
best  and  worst  of  all  possible  worlds.  As  a  State  Commissioner,  in 
this  case  in  Louisiana  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  For- 
estry, you  are  in  a  position  to  have  a  lot  of  input  in  what  your 
State  does.  I  would  imagine  that  is  something  that  gives  you  a 
great  deal  of  discretion  and  flexibility.  That  is  the  best  of  the  job. 

The  worst  of  the  job  is  that  there  is  still  an  awful  lot  that  goes 
on  in  agriculture  and  forestry  that  you  have  got  people  pulling  le- 
vers from  here  who  may  never  have  seen  Louisiana  agriculture  or 
Louisiana  forestry.  I  don't  mean  to  just  pick  on  Louisiana;  I  could 
say  the  same  thing  in  Vermont  or  in  Wyoming  or  Idaho  or  any- 
where else. 

So  tell  me  what  you  think  of  all  this,  and  it  is  a  delight  to  have 
you  here  and  I  am  sorry  we  have  taken  so  long  to  get  to  you. 

STATEMENT  OF  ROBERT  F.  ODOM,  COMMISSIONER,  LOUISI- 
ANA DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND  FORESTRY, 
BATON  ROUGE,  LOUISIANA,  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE  NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION  OF  STATE  DEPARTMENTS  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  Odom.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  glad  to  be  here.  Not  only  am  I 
from  Louisiana,  but  I  have  something  very  much  in  common  with 
you.  I  grew  up  on  a  dairy  farm,  and  I  know  your  State  is  very  big 
in  dairying.  Not  only  that,  I  am  elected.  I  have  to  run  every  4  years 
and  answer  to  the  people,  and  I  have  had  the  opportunity  to  serve 
since  1980.  I  am  in  my  fourth  term  as  Commissioner. 

I  am  here  today  not  only  representing  Louisiana,  but  I  am  Presi- 
dent of  the  National  Commissioners  Association,  representing 
every  secretary,  director  and  commissioner  throughout  the  United 
States.  We  believe  that  we  are  kind  of  the  front  line  of  agriculture. 
We  believe  that  we  get  the  issues  on  agriculture  before  they  move 
to  the  Washington  level,  and  want  to  pledge  that  we  want  to  work 
with  this  committee  and  Secretary  Espy  in  the  reorganization  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  and  support  Secretary  E spy's  plan 
of  reorganization  very,  very  strongly. 

I  have  listened  to  him  on  two  different  occasions  present  his 
plan.  Having  reorganized  a  department  myself,  no  plan  is  always 
perfect  and  we  understand  that,  but  we  as  commissioners,  secretar- 
ies and  directors  fully  support  trying  to  bring  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Agriculture  into  the  20th  century  and  we  believe  the  Secretary's 
plan  moves  in  that  direction. 
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One  of  the  things  that  we  are  very  pleased  with  is  that  Secretary 
Espy  pledged  to  work  with  each  State  department  of  agriculture 
and  work  cooperatively  with  the  people  of  the  State  in  the  creation 
of  a  one-stop  service  center.  We  believe  that  that  is  good  for  agri- 
culture not  only  in  Louisiana,  but  throughout  the  United  States. 

We  believe  that  the  State  departments  of  agriculture  deal  with 
the  interests  of  USDA  agencies  from  many  different  areas,  from 
data  processing,  policy  services,  training,  chemistry  analysis,  plant- 
ing, animal  quarantine,  meat  and  poultry  inspection,  water  issues, 
forestry,  and  many  other  important  areas.  We  and  the  constitu- 
encies we  serve  want,  need  and  use  USDA's  services.  We  in  the 
States  also  provide  USDA  with  many  services  under  cooperative 
agreements,  with  contracts. 

In  addressing  these  issues  of  reorganization,  I  believe  that  this 
reorganization  plan  will  result  in  these  primary  points.  The  reorga- 
nization will  result  in  more  efficient  operation  and  improved  serv- 
ice to  agricultural  industry,  as  well  as  saving  tax  dollars.  The  reor- 
ganization will  retain  a  mission  that  includes  leadership  on  envi- 
ronmental issues  in  cooperation  with  local  and  State  partnership. 

Creation  of  a  one-stop  farm  agency  will  improve  coordination  and 
sharing  of  data  between  all  local.  State  and  Federal  agencies  in- 
volved in  conservation  programs.  Technical  leadership  will  continue 
to  be  a  priority  in  the  one-stop  agency.  The  technical  experience 
that  exists  in  these  agencies  will  not  be  jeopardized  in  the  move 
to  reduce  dollars  or  members  of  the  staff. 

Agriculture  is  more  and  more  a  global  industry.  American  pro- 
ducers are  capable  of  clothing  and  feeding  an  ever  growing  segment 
of  the  world's  people.  In  order  to  do  this,  we  must  continue  to  have 
fair  and  open  access  to  world  markets  and  programs  that  allow 
producers  to  overcome  trade  barriers.  Creation  of  a  new  Farm  and 
International  Trade  Services  agency  will  result  in  continued  and 
improved  efforts  to  create  new  and  open,  existing  world  markets  for 
agriculture. 

The  rural  community  is  the  backbone  of  the  Nation,  which  not 
only  includes  production  agriculture,  but  also  provides  the  goods, 
services  and  added-value  industries  that  make  it  possible  for  Amer- 
ican citizens  to  enjoy  the  most  abundant,  the  safest  and  the  cheap- 
est food  anywhere  in  the  world.  The  emphasis  the  Secretary  has 
placed  on  the  need  for  rural  development  is  a  positive  one. 

Let  me  also  chime  in  with  what  I  have  heard  some  other  mem- 
bers of  the  committee  say  that  we  as  commissioners  throughout 
this  country  support  meat  and  poultry  inspection  staying  with  the 
USDA.  We  believe  that  the  partnership  of  working  together  can 
provide  the  people  of  this  country  with  the  safest  food  of  anywhere 
in  the  world. 

Thank  you  for  giving  me  the  opportunity.  We  look  forward  to 
working  with  this  committee  and  Secretary  Espy  to  move  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture  into  the  21st  century. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you.  I  think  Secretary  Espy  would  also  be 
glad  to  hear  your  last  comment.  I  know  that  is  the  way  he  feels, 
and  I  will  give  him  credit.  He  has  been  very  forthright  and  very 
honest,  as  you  would  expect  he  would  be,  in  stating  what  his  posi- 
tions are  on  these  various  areas. 
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The  Chairman.  Mr.  Hollis,  you  get  a  chance  to  speak  for  all  the 
folks  who  are  working  out  here,  those  same  people  I  mentioned  two 
or  three  times  today  that  are  probably  watching  with  a  great  deal 
of  interest  because  it  is  not  just  numbers  on  a  chart.  It  is  affecting 
their  lives,  their  livelihood,  their  expertise,  their  professionalism. 
So  please  go  ahead,  sir. 

STATEMENT  OF  STEVEN  M.  HOLLIS,  LEGISLATIVE  AND  POLIT- 
ICAL ACTION  CHAIR,  LOCAL  3354,  AMERICAN  FEDERATION 
OF  GOVERNMENT  EMPLOYEES,  WASHINGTON,  DC 

Mr.  Hollis.  As  usual,  I  guess,  maybe,  the  workers  are  last,  but 
not  least,  and  I  am  speaking  on  behalf  of  those  people  that 

The  Chairman.  Not  in  this  committee,  they  are  not,  Mr.  Hollis. 

Mr.  Hollis  [continuing].  Are  at  the  bottom  of  the  economic  lad- 
der, both  the  frontline,  nonsupervisory  workers  within  USDA  that 
actually  deliver  the  programs,  but  also  speaking  to  some  degree  on 
behalf  of  our  low-income  constituencies,  small  family  farmers,  low- 
income  people  in  rural  housing. 

You  mentioned,  and  I  hadn't  heard  anything  from  the  Depart- 
ment yet,  this  concept  of  centralized  servicing  of  single-family  hous- 
ing. I  think  one  thing  that  we  need  to  be  careful  of  was  expressed 
by  a  worker  from  Mississippi  who  said,  there  have  been  many 
cases  over  the  years  that  I  have  been  in  Calhoun  County  where  we 
have  delivered  loan  papers  for  people  to  sign  because  they  were 
aged,  sick,  or  had  no  way  to  get  to  our  office.  We  do  need  to  keep 
that  type  of  thing  in  mind. 

Just  to  give  you  another  quote  or  two  from  some  of  the  frontline 
workers,  and  there  are  more  of  these  quotes  in  my  written  state- 
ment, USDA  asked  for  input  from  employees  about  reinventing 
government;  they  should  have  reinvented  how  to  ask  for  input. 
Field  employees  received  the  questionnaire  exactly  three  weeks 
after  it  was  dated  and  had  exactly  one  day  to  complete  the  ques- 
tionnaire and  have  it  received  in  Washington.  This  was  only  lip 
service. 

Another  New  Jersey  field  office  employee  stated,  I  am  not  so  sure 
that  taking  housing  away  from  the  FmHA  is  wise.  Setting  up  a 
new,  consolidated  agency  such  as  USDA  Farm  Service  and  Rural 
Development  Agency  could  be  cost  effective.  We  have  been  doing  a 
great  job  as  we  are  and  no  one  seems  to  acknowledge  it.  I  have 
helped  a  lot  of  well-deserving  people  into  homes  and  helped  farm- 
ers who  have  become  successful.  We  work  our  you-know-whats  off 
in  the  county  office  and  our  input  isn't  considered. 

I  might  add  I  am  here  today  in  Washington  because  I  had  to 
come  up  yesterday  to  be  a  participant  in  the  USDA  Info  Share 
project.  That  is  wnat  I  do  on  my  job.  I  am  where  the  rubber  meets 
the  road  with  respect  to  Info  Share  and  would  be  glad  to  talk  with 
you  at  another  time  about  Info  Share. 

The  main  point  that  we  want  to  get  across  today  is  that  the 
workers  need  to  be  a  part  of  the  process  and  have  tried  to  be  from 
day  one.  I  would,  with  your  permission,  like  to  enter  into  the  record 
of  this  hearing  two  documents.  One  is  the  transition  report  that  we 
submitted  to  the  Clinton-Gore  transition  team,io  and  the  other  is 


10  Retained  in  committee  files. 


59 

issues  which  were  submitted  to  Deputy  Secretary  Rominger  in  a 
meeting  when  a  number  of  our  union  locals  met  with  them  on  June 
29,  1993. 11 

We  have  tried  to  become  full  participants  in  the  process,  but  as 
Assistant  Secretary  Town  send  told  us  the  other  day,  they  recognize 
that  USDA  has  not  been  as  inclusive  as  they  need  to  be.  Yet,  that 
problem  has  not  been  solved  yet.  Similarly,  they  have  not  been  as 
inclusive  as  they  need  to  be  yet  of  the  small  communities  and  poor 
people. 

There  are  a  number  of  concerns  that  we  hope  to  work  with  you 
about  over  the  next  few  days  as  we  move  to  amend,  hopefully,  this 
legislation.  The  first  one  is  there  really  needs  to  be  some  language 
submitted  in  the  legislation  that  lives  up  to  the  promises  made  in 
the  Vice  President's  NPR  report  for  real  input  from  the  frontline 
workers  and  from  the  customers  before  we  decide  the  final  thing, 
kind  of  like  what  Senator  Boren  was  saying  earlier. 

I  just  want  to  add  to  what  Senator  Boren  was  saying  that  what 
we  want  to  know  and  be  a  part  of  is  determining  how  many  front- 
line workers  there  are  going  to  be  versus  how  many  unnecessary 
middle  managers  and  layers  of  bureaucracy  are  going  to  be  elimi- 
nated. We  believe  that  all  four  USDA  unions  are  unanimous  in  our 
view  that  restructuring  should  result  in  improved,  not  worse,  pay, 
benefits  and  staffing  levels  among  frontline  workers  because  this  is 
where  the  rubber  meets  the  road  in  terms  of  improved  customer 
service. 

This  can  be  accomplished  by  reducing  the  unnecessary  layers  of 
middle  management  and  the  review-and-control  bureaucracy,  and 
by  eliminating  waste,  abuse  and  misuse  of  USDA's  contracting-out 
program.  We  have  submitted  many  examples  in  our  testimony 
today  and  in  these  other  two  documents,  with  your  permission, 
which  will  be  part  of  the  record  of  waste  and  abuse  in  the  contract- 
ing-out program. 

We  are  also  concerned,  as  was  brought  out  earlier,  about  the 
ASCS  county  office  employees  who  are  not  civil  service.  We  would 
like  to  work  with  your  committee  to  work  out  something  so  that  it 
is  fair  and  equitable  and  everybody  has  the  same  early-out  options, 
and  also  are  governed  by  the  same  rules. 

So  we  will  hopefully  be  able  to  work  with  you  over  the  next  cou- 
ple of  weeks.  You  said  you  wanted  to  have  some  workers'  input.  We 
have  got  some  to  give  you  and  hope  that  we  can  look  forward  to 
working  with  you. 

The  Chairman.  I  meant  it  very  much  when  I  said  I  want  those 
workers'  inputs.  I  am  very  committed  to  seeing  the  streamlining  of 
USDA,  as  I  am  in  a  lot  of  other  departments  in  our  Government, 
because  we  cannot  afford  the  costs  of  a  number  of  our  departments, 
and  I  am  not  sure  that  even  if  we  could,  it  serves  us  well  as  citi- 
zens and  taxpayers.  I  think  sometimes  the  size  itself  stops  the  abil- 
ity to  provide  the  services  it  is  supposed  to,  at  least  in  a  way  that 
actually  benefits  all  of  us. 

But  I  want  to  make  it  very,  very  clear  that  this  reorganization 
is  not  something  where  we  just  use  a  shovel  and  move  aside  county 
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employees  and  those  who  have  been  working  so  hard  on  this  and 
ignore  what  the  final  result  is  going  to  be. 

I  have  traveled  and  visited  offices  in  many,  many  parts  of  our 
country,  as  well  as,  of  course,  my  own  State.  I  have  seen  some  ex- 
tremely professional  men  and  women  who  would  be  an  asset  to  any 
organization,  public  or  private,  and  this  committee  is  not  just  send- 
ing them  a  foreclosure  notice  on  their  careers  and  their  lives.  What 
we  are  trying  to  do  is  to  have  a  USDA  that  works  best  for  all  of 
us,  and  so  I  want  to  reiterate  what  I  said  at  the  beginning  of  the 
hearing,  and  probably  this  is  a  good  way  to  close  this  hearing. 

This  committee  has  its  door  open  to  ideas  from  everybody,  and 
we  will  take  a  look  at  those  items  that  you  have,  Mr.  Hollis.  I 
would  also  send  the  word  out  to  any  USDA  employees  who  are 
watching  this  hearing  or  are  in  any  way  going  to  be  responding  to 
it,  write  to  me.  Just  write  to  Pat  Leahy,  U.S.  Senate  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry,  Russell  Senate  Office  Build- 
ing, Washington,  DC.  It  will  get  to  me.  We  have  only  one  chainnan. 
Or  send  it  to  Senator  Lugar,  who  is  the  ranking  Republican,  a  man 
who  is  also  very  concerned  about  reorganization. 

Send  us  your  ideas.  Tell  us  where  we  are  doing  things  right,  or 
where  the  Department  is  doing  things  right,  but  tell  us  where  they 
are  doing  things  wrong,  too,  or  tell  us  if  there  is  something  that 
has  been  overlooked.  We  are  all  in  it  together. 

Gentlemen,  thank  you.  You  have  been  very  helpful.  When  you 
look  back  at  the  transcript  afterwards,  if  you  see  some  things  that 
you  wish  you  had  added — ^you  know,  if  you  have  one  of  these  "why 
didn't  I  say  that,"  add  it  and  we  will  make  it  part  of  the  transcript 
because  this  hearing  record  will  form  the  initial  basis  for  what  the 
Senate  does  on  this  whole  reorganization  issue. 

Thank  you. 

[Whereupon,  at  1:24  p.m.,  the  committee  was  adjourned,  subject 
to  the  call  of  the  Chair.] 

[Material  submitted  for  the  record  follows.] 
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PREPARED  STATEMENTS 

Secretary  Espy 
introduction 

Mr.  Chairman:  Thank  you  for  ofiering  me  this  opportunity  to  testify  on  my  re- 
cently announced  reorganization  plan  for  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
(USDA). 

As  I  stated  when  I  appeared  before  you  prior  to  my  confirmation  as  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Agriculture  is  a  very  large  organization — I  certainly 
have  come  to  appreciate  its  size  and  complexity  even  more  than  I  did  prior  to  con- 
firmation. With  outlays  of  more  than  $60  billion,  the  Department  has  the  fourth 
largest  budget  of  any  Federal  agency.  If  the  Department  were  a  bank  it  would  rank 
as  one  of  the  largest  banks  in  the  country  with  a  portfolio  of  over  $120  billion.  More- 
over, USDA  has  a  multistate,  multicountry  operation. 

The  Department  has  14,000  offices  in  the  United  States  and  around  the  world 
with  more  than  112,000  employees.  Our  missions  include  production  agriculture,  but 
also  the  health  and  nutrition  of  our  people,  the  safety  of  our  food  supply,  the  care 
and  nurturing  of  our  environment,  the  quality  of  life  in  rural  communities,  and  re- 
search, education,  and  economics. 

The  challenge  to  me,  as  Secretary  of  Agriculture — as  well  as  to  this  committee 
and  other  committees  with  jurisdiction  over  USDA — is  how  to  accomplish  the  many 
and  varied  missions  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  in  an  efficient  and  effective 
way  and  how  to  provide  appropriate  and  meaningful  services  to  American  citizens 
in  a  fiscally  responsible  manner. 

As  evidenced  by  the  recent  release  of  Vice  President  Gore's  National  Performance 
Review  Task  Force  Report,  the  Clinton  administration  is  committed  to  providing 
better  service  at  less  cost  to  the  American  people. 

THE  PROCESS 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  proposal  we  have  submitted  to  the  Congress  is  the  product  of 
an  intensive  review  over  the  past  several  months.  Our  proposal  builds  upon  the  pre- 
vious efforts  of  many  people,  including  members  of  this  committee.  Our  process  has 
been  coordinated  by  Deputy  Secretary  Rominger,  and  he  deserves  tremendous  credit 
for  bringing  us  to  this  point.  We  have  talked  with  Senators  and  Members  of  the 
House,  with  interest  groups,  with  our  customers  and  with  our  own  employees.  In 
June,  I  held  a  reorganization  retreat  with  my  subcabinet  and  key  staff  officials  in 
Annapolis,  Maryland.  We  talked  about  how  to  define  and  focus  the  missions  of 
USDA,  Also,  we  debated  how  best  to  deploy  our  resources  to  provide  better  services 
at  lower  cost.  The  proposal  we  are  presenting  today  is  the  outcome  of  these  efforts. 

I  should  also  note  that  we  have  coordinated  fully  with  the  Vice  President's  Na- 
tional Performance  Review  (NPR).  I  personally  presented  our  reorganization  propos- 
als to  the  Vice  President  and  to  staff  of  the  NPR.  They  supported  our  proposals  and 
join  me  in  urging  the  Congress  to  approve  them. 
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THE  PROPOSAL 

I  want  to  emphasize  that  the  proposal  submitted  to  Congress  addresses  only  reor- 
ganization of  the  Department  in  Washington,  DC.  In  my  discussions  with  members 
of  the  conmiittee  and  the  Senate,  I  have  continually  stated  that  in  regard  to  the 
reogranization  of  county  offices,  I  am  committed  to  woiicing  with  you  individually 
and  with  your  State  congressional  delegations.  However,  today  I  am  focusing  my  ef- 
forts on  organization  of  the  Department  at  the  Washington  level. 

The  core  of  this  proposal  is  to  organize  the  Department  around  six  basic  missions. 
At  the  headquarters  level,  we  will  move  from  43  agencies  and  staff  offices  down  to 
30.  Administrative  services  will  be  consolidated  trora  14  separate  support  staffs  into 
6  administrative  units  at  the  Under  and  Assistant  Secretary  level. 

At  the  field  level,  through  collocation  and  office  closings,  we  plan  to  reduce  the 
number  of  Farm  Service  field  offices  from  3,700  to  about  2,500. 

We  envision  a  streamlined  USDA  with  many  consolidated  fiinctions.  USDA  will 
be  organized  to  perform  the  following  six  primary  missions  of  this  Department. 

1.  Service  to  Farmers  and  Ranchers 

Everyone  knows  about  our  mission  to  serve  America's  farmers  and  ranchers 
through  the  stabilization  of  production  and  prices  while  assuring  adequate  income. 
This  is  achieved  not  only  through  our  domestic  programs  but  also  our  export  pro- 
grams and  international  trade  activities. 

We  will  do  this  by  creating  two  agencies  under  the  leadership  of  the  Under  Sec- 
retary for  Farm  and  International  Trade  Services. 

Farm  Service  Agency  (FSA) — ^This  plan  will  simplify  and  improve  our  service  to 
producers  by  creating  a  single  agency — a  Farm  Service  Agency — responsible  for  com- 
modity price  and  income  support  programs,  agriculture  loan  programs,  and  crop  in- 
surance. 

The  FSA  will  provide  the  Department's  agriculture  customers  with  "one-stop 
shopping."  The  FSA  will  be  composed  of  the  current  Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service  (ASCS)  farm  support  programs,  the  farm  ownership  and  oper- 
ating loan  programs  currently  under  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  (FmHA), 
and  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  (FCC). 

International  Trade  Service — ^To  better  help  our  farmers  and  ranchers  secure  the 
growing  opportunities  of  the  world  maris et,  we  will  combine  the  Foreign  Agriculture 
Service  (FAS)  and  the  Office  of  International  Cooperation  and  Development  (OICD) 
into  a  new  International  Trade  Service.  There  has  been  increased  recognition  in  re- 
cent years  that  economic  development  in  middle  income  and  developing  countries 
is  important  to  our  long-term  market  development  objectives.  OICD's  programs  in 
agricultural  cooperation  and  development  complement  the  export  promotion  and 
market  development  activities  of  FAS.  By  merging  the  two  agencies,  we  will  im- 
prove coordination  of  USDA's  international  activities  and  thereby  strengthen  them. 

2.  Community  and  Economic  Development  in  Rural  Areas 

A  core  mission  of  the  Department  is  to  promote  economic  and  community  develop- 
ment in  rural  communities.  I  certainly  do  not  have  to  tell  this  committee  the  impor- 
tance of  rural  America.  By  law,  the  Department  is  the  lead  coordinating  agency  of 
the  executive  branch  for  rural  development  activities.  We  have  a  mission  to  improve 
the  quality  of  life  in  rural  America  and  to  ensure  that  it  has  the  resources  to  com- 
pete in  the  global  economy. 

We  will  accomplish  this  through  three  agencies  within  the  Under  Secretary  for 
RuraJ  Economic  and  Community  Development.  Each  agency  will  focus  on  a  critical 
area  of  need — rural  utilities  services,  housing  and  community  development  invest- 
ments, and  business  and  economic  development.  This  structure  will  enable  each 
agency  to  develop  and  expand  on  existing  expertise,  deliver  program  services,  and 
provide  outreach  to  assist  rural  communities  to  addtess  the  challenges  of  the  next 
century. 

The  Rural  Utilities  Service  will  combine  the  telephone  and  electric  programs  of 
Rural  Electrification  Administration  (REA)  and  the  water  and  waste  disposal  pro- 
grams of  the  Rural  Development  Administration  (RDA). 

A  Rural  Community  Development  Service  wiU  combine  FmHA  rural  housing  pro- 
grams with  RDA  and  REA  rural  community  loan  programs. 

And  the  new  Rural  Business  and  Cooperative  Development  Service  will  include 
the  business  development  programs  that  are  now  housed  in  RDA,  REA,  the  Agricul- 
tural Cooperative  Service  and  the  Alternative  Agricultural  Research  and  Commer- 
cialization Center. 
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3.  Food,  Nutrition,  and  Consumer  Services 

A  third  mission  is  to  assist  those  in  our  country  who  need  food  and  to  educate 
the  general  population  about  proper  nutrition.  One  out  of  every  10  people  in  our  Na- 
tion rely  on  the  food  stamps  provided  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  obtain 
an  adequate  diet  and  24  million  school  children  receive  a  healthy  lunch  each  day 
through  the  School  Lunch  Program.  Pregnant  women  and  mothers  of  young  children 
have  access  to  specialized  nutrition  education  and  to  nutritious  foods  to  supplement 
their  diets. 

When  people  talk  about  the  $60  billion  budget  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture — 
and  wonder  why  we  spend  so  much  Federal  money  when  there  are  fewer  farmers — 
they  need  to  understand  that  54  percent  of  our  budget  is  spent  on  food  and  nutrition 
programs  serving  the  consumers  of  our  Nation,  particularly  those  in  need. 

It  is  my  hope  that  by  making  the  current  Assistant  Secretary  for  Food  and 
Consumer  Services  an  Under  Secretary  for  Food,  Nutrition  and  Consumer  Services, 
the  visibility  and  importance  of  the  Department's  food  and  nutrition  programs  will 
be  elevated.  I  believe  this  change  of  structure  will  enhance  the  public's  knowledge 
of  what  the  Department  of  Agriculture  is  all  about. 

We  will  create  a  Food  and  Consumer  Service  by  combining  the  current  Food  and 
Nutrition  Service  (FNS)  with  the  current  Office  of  the  Consumer  Advisor. 

The  current  Human  Nutrition  Information  Service  (HNIS)  will  be  renamed  Nutri- 
tion Research  and  Education  Service.  The  intent  of  the  name  change  is  to  better 
state  our  goal  of  merging  nutritional  education  with  our  food  delivery  programs.  The 
new  agency  will  work  to  improve  data  on  food  intake  usefiil  for  the  initiative  to  re- 
duce pesticide  use  and  will  be  working  much  more  closely  with  the  food  assistance 
program  managers  in  a  coordinated  effort  to  help  recipients  improve  their  diets. 

4.  Conservation  Programs 

Another  key  mission  is  conservation  and  environment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  your  committee's  name  is  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry — 
very  descriptive  of  the  varied  elements  related  to  the  missions  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture.  Unfortunately,  manv  in  the  general  public  are  unaware  that  the  For- 
est Service  is  a  component  of  USDA. 

As  this  committee  is  well  aware,  3  of  every  10  USDA  employees  work  for  the  For- 
est Service  whose  primary  mission  is  to  manage  some  of  our  Nation's  greatest  natu- 
ral resources.  Furthermore,  through  the  National  Forest  System,  USDA  is  the  larg- 
est provider  of  recreation  in  this  country. 

We  have  equally  important  responsibilities  in  the  area  of  soil  and  water  conserva- 
tion. We  are  concerned  about  assuring  we  have  good  management  of  our  farm  and 
rural  lands  from  both  an  environmental  and  economic  perspective.  We  operate  the 
wetlands  reserve  and  conservation  reserve  programs.  We  need  to  be  organized  to 
meet  these  responsibilities  in  a  coordinated  and  effective  way. 

Under  the  proposed  reorganization,  there  will  be  an  Assistant  Secretary  for  Natu- 
ral Resources  and  Environment  with  general  jurisdiction  over  environmental  issues 
and  specific  jurisdiction  over  two  agencies.  Limiting  the  exposure  of  Americans  to 
pesticide  risks  is  one  of  the  most  pressing  issues  we  face.  I  am  looking  to  this  Assist- 
ant Secretary  to  coordinate  our  response  to  this  and  other  environmental  issues 
within  USDA  and  with  other  Federal  and  non-Federal  entities. 

A  new  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  (NRCS)  will  be  established  by 
combining  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  (SCS)  and  the  conservation  cost-share  pro- 
grams of  the  current  ASCS.  The  proposal  to  move  ASCS  conservation  programs  to 
the  new  NRCS  gives  that  agency  the  full  range  of  policy  and  program  tools  needed 
to  carry  out  its  oroad  mandate  to  work  with  farmers  and  keep  agriculture-related 
soil  and  water  resource  problems  to  a  minimum. 

The  Forest  Service  wUl  stay  the  same  as  in  the  current  structure  although  this 
organization  will  be  streamlined. 

5.  Food  Quality  and  Safety 

USDA  has  a  number  of  programs  that  ensure  the  quality  and  safety  of  food.  We 
are  continuing  our  significant  efforts  to  review  the  way  these  programs  operate.  I 
am  personally  conunitted  to  doing  all  I  can  to  maintain  and  heighten  the  safety  and 
quality  of  our  Nation's  food  supply. 

As  Secretary,  I  have  directed  agencies  within  USDA  to  develop  a  farm-to-table  ap- 
proach for  ensuring  that  consumers  will  continue  to  have  the  safest  food  supply  pos- 
sible. The  basis  for  this  approach  is  USDA's  unique  relationship  with  agricultural 
producers  and  consumers  and  was  outlined  in  our  Pathogen  Reduction  Program.  We 
nave  completed  or  have  underway  several  initiatives  to  improve  the  meat  and  poul- 
try inspection  system.  These  steps  include  mandatory  safe  food  handling  laoels, 
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Hazard  Analysis  of  Critical  Control  Point  (HACCP)  plans  for  industry,  record  keep- 
ing requirements,  and  animal  traceback. 

We  also  intend  to  improve  the  food  safety  by  reducing  the  risks  of  pesticides.  As 
you  know,  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences  found  that  exposure  of  infants  and 
children  and  their  susceptibility  to  harm  from  ingesting  pesticide  residues  may  dif- 
fer from  that  of  adults.  The  National  Academy  recommended  that  better  data  on  di- 
etary exposure  to  pesticide  residues  be  combined  with  improved  information  on  the 
effects  of  pesticides  on  infants  and  children.  In  order  to  gather  that  information,  we 
are  conamitted  to  strengthening  the  surveys  on  pesticide  use,  and  improving  the 
timeliness  and  reliability  of  food  consumption  surveys. 

6.  Research  and  Economics 

The  sixth  progranmiatic  mission  of  this  Deptirtment  is  to  perform  and  support  ag- 
ricultursd  research  and  to  conduct  economic  analysis  on  issues  falling  under  USDA  s 
broad  mandate.  We  also  have  a  key  role  in  delivering  education  programs  which  are 
vital  to  farmers,  ranchers,  and  consumers  throughout  the  United  States. 

We  will  strengthen  USDA's  traditionally  strong  research  and  education  programs 
by  consolidating  research,  economics,  and  education  programs  into  three  agencies 
under  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Research  and  Economics. 

The  Amcultural  Research  and  Education  Service  will  combine  the  present  Agri- 
cultural Research  Service,  the  Extension  Service,  the  Cooperative  State  Research 
Service,  and  the  National  Agricultural  Library.  This  combination  will  strengthen 
the  linkages  between  our  Federal  and  university-based  research  programs  and  en- 
hance transfer  of  new  technologies. 

The  new  Agricultural  Economics  Service  combines  the  Economics  Research  Serv- 
ice and  the  Office  of  Enei^. 

Lastly,  the  National  Agricultural  Statistics  Service,  which  will  include  the  Eco- 
nomics Management  Stan,  will  also  report  to  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Research 
and  Economics. 

Those  are  the  six  programmatic  missions  and  structure  that  we  believe  will  pro- 
vide the  best  service  to  our  customers  and  will  accomplish  the  missions  and  respon- 
sibilities of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  most  effectively  and  efficiently. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES/SUPPORT  SERVICES 

Even  the  best  mission  structure  will  not  succeed  if  we  do  not  do  a  better  job  of 
management.  For  this  reason,  the  USDA  support  functions  will  also  be  strength- 
ened. 

We  will  have  a  Chief  Financial  Officer  to  direct  the  financial  management  activi- 
ties of  the  Department  and  work  with  the  agencies  to  make  needed  cnsmges  to  im- 
grove  financial  accountability.  There  also  will  be  a  Chief  Economist  to  advise  the 
ecretary  on  economic  issues  important  to  our  missions. 

We  will  have  a  new  Assistant  Secretary  for  Communications — and  the  new  Office 
of  Communications  will  play  a  stronger  role  in  delivering  information  to  all  of  our 
customers — internal  as  well  as  external. 

We  have  already  made  several  changes  under  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Admin- 
istration. A  new  office  of  Civil  Rights  Enforcement  has  been  created  from  the  old 
Office  of  Advocacy  and  Enterprise.  This  change  demonstrates  rny  commitment  to  en- 
suring equal  opportunity  and  improving  civil  rights  in  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture. We  have  also  created  a  separate  Office  of  Small  and  Disadvantaged  Busi- 
ness Utilization  to  ensure  better  access  to  Government  business  opportunities. 

The  Assistant  Secretary  for  Administration  is  also  responsible  for  implementing 
a  new  automated  system  called  Info  Share  to  serve  clients  of  the  Farm  Service, 
Rural  Development  and  Conservation  agencies. 

We  are  also  creating  a  new  National  Appeals  Division  that  would  report  to  the 
Office  of  the  Secretary.  The  appeals  divisions  of  FmHA  and  ASCS  would  be  com- 
bined to  provide  for  an  autonomous  organization  to  handle  appeals  of  decisions 
made  under  authorities  delegated  to  the  Administrator  of  the  Farm  Service  Agency 
and  any  other  appeals  within  the  Department  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

THE  ONE-STOP  SERVICE  CENTER 

Consolidating  field  offices  to  provide  better  service  is  the  goal  of  the  new  field  of- 
fice plan.  Under  my  plan,  each  State  will  be  assigned  an  optimum  number  of  Serv- 
ice Centers  to  handle  the  programs  of  the  existing  ASCS,  FmHA,  and  SCS.  The  new 
Service  Centers  will  bring  the  field  operations  together  and  establish  common  serv- 
ice areas.  Sharing  space,  services,  and  equipment  will  lower  overhead  costs  while 
creating  one-stop  shopping  for  farmers.  During  the  next  few  years  the  Department 
plans  to  implement  a  new  common  computer  system  in  these  Service  Centers  under 
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igmfo  Share  project  to  speed  up  delivery  of  customer  services  and  provide  timely 
program  data  to  policymakers.  These  Service  Centers  will  set  the  stage  for  transi- 
tion to  the  new  organization. 

COST  SAVINGS 

All  of  these  changes  represent  real  cost  savings  for  the  taxpayers  who  support, 
as  well  as  benefit  from,  our  programs  and  operations. 

Through  this  headquarters  and  field  restructuring,  we  can  save  $2.3  billion  over 
the  next  5  years — and  we  believe — improve  the  services  we  deliver. 

In  addition  to  this,  we  are  also  weeding  out  unnecessary  spending  in  the  Depart- 
ment. We  don't  need  to  spend  money  on  a  yearbook  nobody  reads.  We  don't  need 
to  spend  excessive  amounts  on  oflice  space,  motor  vehicles,  telephones,  conferences 
and  meetings.  We  have  to  become  more  efficient  and  cut  our  costs. 

At  the  end  of  this  process,  we  will  be  a  leaner  Department — with  a  reduction  in 
staff  of  at  least  7,500— but,  we  will  also  be  a  more  emcient  Department.  Customers 
will  see  better  services  delivered  more  efficiently  by  a  highly  motivated  and  well- 
trained  work  force. 

We  are  also  going  to  implement  change  in  an  orderly  and  compassionate  way.  I 
am  going  to  use  every  avenue  that  the  President  and  Vice  President  make  available 
and  every  avenue  authorized  by  legislation  to  try  and  achieve  these  reductions 
through  early  out  incentive  programs,  retirements,  and  attrition.  I  am  fully  support- 
ive of  the  early  buyout  options  expected  to  be  proposed  by  the  President. 

COMMITTED  TO  WORK  FORCE  DIVERSITY 

Moreover,  even  though  we  have  to  downsize — or  rightsize — I  want  you  to  know 
that  I  remain  committed  to  our  goals  of  work  force  diversity. 

The  American  people  demand  a  Government  that  works  better  and  costs  less — 
but  they  also  want  a  Government  that  is  truly  representative  of  our  diverse  popu- 
lation. So,  our  work  force  diversity  goals  cannot  suffer  while  we  reduce  the  overall 
size  of  this  Department. 

EMPOWER  EMPLOYEES 

When  this  restructuring  is  done,  when  we  "reinvent"  USDA,  the  Department  will 
be  a  better  place  to  work  for  all  of  our  employees. 

A  key  element  of  the  National  Performance  Review  report  that  the  Vice  President 
released  on  September  7,  1993,  is  that  we  empower  employees  to  get  the  job  done. 
We  simply  dont  need  as  many  people  telling  other  people  what  to  do  or  watching 
over  one  another's  shoulders. 

We  just  need  to  remove  some  of  the  layers  of  bureaucracy.  We  need  to  change  this 
culture  which  stifles  initiative  and  punishes  creativity.  We  need  to  empower  our 
frontline  employees  to  do  what  they  are  trained  to  do  because  they  know  best  how 
to  do  it. 

As  the  Vice  President  noted  when  he  released  the  National  Performance  Review 
report,  we  have  good  employees  trapped  in  bad  systems. 

CONCLUSION 

Reinventing  and  reorganizing  the  Department  of  Agriculture  will  be  an  ongoing 
process.  The  plan  Fm  presenting  today  represents  the  crucial  first  step  in  streamlin- 
ing our  operation.  We  will  subsequently  seek  to  improve  the  reorganization  of  all 
levels  of  agency  operations.  This  process  has  only  begun.  We  will  continue  to  look 
for  waste,  constantly  work  to  improve,  and  most  of  aU,  constantly  strive  to  provide 
our  services  to  the  American  public  in  the  most  efiicient  manner  possible. 

I  firmly  believe  that  together  we  can  create  a  Department  that  every  American 
will  be  proud  of  and  proud  to  support. 

Thank  you. 


Leland  Swenson,  President,  National  Farmers  Union 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  holding  today's  hearing  on  USDA  reorganization 
and  for  inviting  us  to  present  testimony.  On  behalf  of  the  250,000  farm  families  of 
the  National  Farmers  Union,  I  commend  the  Secretary  for  taking  on  the  huge  task 
of  reorganizing  USDA.  We  look  forward  to  working  with  Members  of  Congress  and 
the  administration  to  help  the  Secretary  fulfill  his  goal  of  making  USDA  user 
friendly. 

We  support  changes  within  USDA  to  improve  coordination  between  agencies,  re- 
duce red  tape,  and  increase  the  public  recognition  of  programs  offered  and  public 
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benefit  provided.  In  achieving  a  new  USDA  that  emphasizes  user-friendly  services, 
there  are  several  areas  of  reorganization  for  which  we  would  offer  our  endorsement. 

1.  National  Appeals  Division 

NFU  supports  the  Secretary's  proposal  to  create  an  independent  national  appeals 
division.  We  believe  that  placing  this  entity  directly  under  the  Secretary's  office 
gives  it  a  more  independent  stature.  It  will  assist  in  meeting  the  needed  goal  of 
eliminating  inherent  conflicts  of  interest  which  arise  by  having  the  same  agency 
head  both  implement  programs  and  issue  final  determinations  when  adverse  deci- 
sions are  appealed.  It  separates  the  policymakers  from  the  national  appeals  staff, 
eliminating  pressure  from  agency  employees  and  allowing  NAD  staff  to  be  freer  in 
making  decisions  based  on  the  law  and  regulations. 

However,  we  believe  it  should  include  more  than  just  farm  lending  programs  and 
commodity  program  appeals.  NFU  likes  the  concept  outlined  in  S.  1425,  by  Senator 
Conrad,  which  also  includes  appeals  from  crop  insurance,  conservation,  and  rural 
development  decisions  within  the  NAD.  Adopting  S.  1425  as  part  of  the  reorganiza- 
tion would  place  in  statute,  rather  than  in  regulations,  a  fair,  objective  appeals  proc- 
ess that  could  not  be  changed  at  the  whim  of  each  new  administration. 

We  also  strongly  believe  that  decisions  by  the  NAD  should  be  final.  No  policy  per- 
son, including  the  Secretary,  should  have  the  ability  to  overturn  these  final  appeals. 

2.  Under  Secretary  for  Food,  Nutrition,  and  Consumer  Services 

We  are  pleased  with  the  Secretary's  call  to  elevate  the  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Food  and  Consumer  Services  to  the  Under  Secretary  for  Food,  Nutrition,  and 
Consumer  Services.  The  program  services  offered  within  this  agency  account  for  53 
percent  of  the  entire  USDA  budget.  We  fully  support  and  understand  the  need  to 
expand  the  School  Lunch  Program  and  to  increase  the  number  of  schools  offering 
the  School  Breakfast  Program.  Elevating  the  position  will  provide  proper  emphasis 
to  the  important  role  of  this  agency  of  USDA. 

RECOMMENDATIONS  AND  POINTS  OF  INQUIRY 

In  considering  further  issues  on  reorganization,  there  are  several  recommenda- 
tions and  points  of  inquiry  that  we  would  like  to  raise  today,  including:  1)  the  Under 
Secretary  for  Rural  Economic  and  Community  Development,  2)  Under  Secretary  for 
Farm  and  International  Trade  Services,  3)  Assistant  Secretary  for  Natural  Re- 
sources and  Environment,  4)  Food  Safety  and  Inspection  Service,  5)  State,  County, 
and  Area  Committees,  6)  Field  Oflices,  7)  Merger  of  Packers  and  Stockyards  Admin- 
istration, and  8)  Field  Hearings. 

1.  Under  Secretary  for  Rural  Economic  and  Community  Development 

We  support  the  emphasis  Secretary  Espy  is  recommending  for  the  new  Under  Sec- 
retary for  Rural  Economic  and  Community  Development  and  believe  greater  success 
can  be  achieved  with  a  more  coordinated  and  streamlined  agency. 

We  support  the  establishment  of  the  Rural  Utilities  Service  and  the  programs  pro- 
posed within  this  agency.  We  believe  that  the  administrator  for  this  agency  should 
be  appointed  by  the  President  and  be  subject  to  congressional  confirmation. 

In  order  to  provide  better  focus  on  rural  development  needs  and  opportunities,  I 
would  urge  your  consideration  of  combining  the  proposals  for  a  "Rural  Community 
Development  Service"  and  a  "Rural  Business  and  Cooperative  Development  Service" 
into  one  agency,  which  might  be  called  the  "Agriculture,  Rural  Community  and  Co- 
operative Development  Service." 

Combining  the  two  agencies  would  enable  better  program  coordination  that  could 
be  extremely  important  to  rural  economic  development.  We  believe  the  program 
could  also  be  delivered  in  a  more  efficient  and  cost  effective  manner. 

We  believe  the  success  of  restructuring  rural  development  programs  and  the  Agri- 
cultural Cooperative  Service,  along  with  the  continued  successful  operation  of  rural 
electric  and  telephone  cooperatives,  and  the  continued  development  of  needed  water 
and  sewer  programs,  will  depend  upon  the  delivery  structure  of  programs  within 
this  new  Under  Secretary  office. 

Therefore,  we  urge  that  a  State  Executive  Director  for  Rural  Economic  and  Com- 
munity Development  for  each  State  be  appointed.  The  Director  should  be  given  au- 
thority to  hire  appropriate  staff  to  coordinate  programs  with  local  communities,  as- 
sociations, cooperatives  and  residents.  The  lack  of  information  on  available  pro- 
grams and  assistance  in  meeting  the  appropriate  criteria  is  the  reason  some  commu- 
nities have  not  upgraded  their  sewer  and  water  systems,  and  have  not  been  able 
to  attract  the  small  businesses  adaptable  to  the  resources  within  their  communities. 
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2.  Under  Secretary  for  Farm  and  International  Trade  Services 

We  suggest  creating  tin  Under  Secretary  for  Farm  Services,  Natural  Resources 
and  Environment  and  an  Under  Secretary  for  International  Trade  Service.  In  addi- 
tion, we  suggest  changing  the  office  of  Assistant  Secretary  for  Natural  Resources  to 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Forest  Service.  We  believe  this  modification  would  accom- 
plish several  important  goals. 

We  support  creating  an  Under  Secretary  for  International  Trade  Services  and 
charging  that  agency  with  involvement  in  international  negotiations  on  trade  which 
affect  the  trading  of  agricultural  commodities  and  affect  our  domestic  programs  in 
regard  to  production  agriculture.  The  agency  should  also  be  charged  with  monitor- 
ing the  imports  of  agricultural  commodities  and  food  products  as  to  the  impact  they 
have  on  domestic  production  agriculture  and  related  businesses.  This  position  takes 
on  added  significance  in  light  of  President  Clinton's  recently  announced  objective  of 
linking  foreign  aid  to  export  opportunities.  In  addition,  the  ongoing  changes  in  world 
events  have  increased  tne  need  for  greater  focus  on  trade  opportunities,  credit  re- 
quirements, and  international  rules  and  regulations. 

We  recommend  establishing  an  Under  Secretary  for  Farm  Services,  Natural  Re- 
sources and  Environment.  We  support  the  concept  of  the  Farm  Service  Agency 
(FSA),  as  proposed  in  Section  102  of  the  draft  legislation.  We  urge  elevating  the  pro- 
posed Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  as  proposed  in  Action  401  from  the 
Assistant  Secretary  level  to  an  agency  within  the  ofiice  of  Under  Secretary. 

The  1990  farm  bill  mandates  that  farmers,  ranchers  and  landlords  comply  with 
conservation  regulations  in  order  to  retain  eligibility  for  program  benefits.  Operat- 
ing conservation  cost  share  programs  within  the  FSA  strengthens  the  link  between 
farm  programs  and  environment  and  conservation  programs. 

We  ur^e  that  a  State  Executive  Director  for  Farm  Services,  Natural  Resources, 
and  Environment  be  appointed  for  each  State. 

Whether  or  not  the  agencies  are  combined,  offices  should  be  collocated  to  provide 
true  one-stop  shopping  for  producers.  Collocation  would  reduce  paperwork,  reduce 
office  visits,  and  enable  the  use  of  shared  information  for  implementing  programs 
in  the  most  efficient  and  cost-effective  manner. 

3.  Assistant  Secretary  for  Natural  Resources  and  Environment 

We  recommend  that  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Natural  Resources  and  Environ- 
ment become  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Forest  Services.  This  position  would  over- 
see one  of  the  Department's  largest  agencies.  The  challenges  within  the  Forest  Serv- 
ice are  significant,  and  the  importance  of  improving  the  operation  is  both  beneficial 
to  our  Nation's  budget  and  employment  opportunities,  as  will  as  providing  benefit 
to  the  general  public. 

4.  Food  Safety  and  Inspection  Service 

We  strongly  support  maintaining  the  Food  Safety  and  Inspection  Service  as  well 
as  the  Animal,  Plant  Health  Inspection  Services  within  the  offices  of  the  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Marketing  and  Inspection  Services.  We  oppose  any  attempt  to  move 
these  or  any  part  of  these  programs  to  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration.  We  sup- 
port the  Secretary's  emphasis  on  aggressive  regulatory  actions  and  increased  effort 
to  assure  safety  and  quality  of  the  food  supply. 

5.  State,  County,  and  Area  Committees 

We  have  a  number  of  concerns  in  regard  to  the  structure  of  the  State,  county,  and 
area  committee  as  proposed  in  Section  103. 

State  appointed  committees — We  believe  that  State  committees  should  consist  of 
three,  or  not  more  than  five,  members  who  are  agricultural  producers.  We  oppose 
allowing  the  appointment  of  nonfairmers  to  the  State  committees. 

We  believe  the  current  structure  allows  the  State  committee  to  consult  with  ex- 
perts in  the  area  of  agricultural  finance,  management  or  law,  as  well  as  other  areas, 
including  conservation  and  environment,  as  necessary,  to  conduct  the  duties  of  the 
committee. 

County-elected  committees — It  is  extremely  important  that  county-elected  commit- 
tees remain  a  part  of  the  new  USDA.  Vice  President  Gore's  national  performance 
evaluation  underscores  the  need  to  have  local  involvement  and  control.  The  county 
farmer-elected  committee  system  is  one  of  the  best  examples  of  local  empowerment 
that  really  works. 

We  believe  the  county  committees  should  continue  to  be  elected  by  agricultural 
producers.  We  also  recommend  including  members  who  have  an  agency  farm  loan. 

Area-elected  committee — For  an  office  that  serves  more  than  one  county,  the  com- 
mittee must  be  structured  to  include  representatives  from  each  county  served.  The 
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size  of  the  committee  may  need  to  be  expanded  to  seven  members  to  include  rep- 
resentation of  the  area  served. 

Committee  members  at  all  levels  must  receive  appropriate  training  to  ensure  that 
they  are  familiar  with  aU  program  responsibilities  within  the  new  structure. 

6.  Field  Offices 

Farmers  and  ranchers  were  extremely  pleased  that  when  testifying  at  his  con- 
firmation hearing,  Secretary  Espy  said  Washington  would  get  its  house  in  order,  be- 
fore reorganizing  or  closing  any  field  oflices.  That  type  of  approach  shows  the  Sec- 
retary's priorities.  At  the  same  time,  we  note  that  wnile  many  of  the  changes  pro- 
posed by  the  Secretary  require  congressional  action,  closing  field  oflices  reqrutres 
only  administrative  action.  We  hope  that  this  does  not  lead  to  field  offices  oeing 
closed  before  a  decision  has  been  made  as  to  the  new  structure  under  national  reor- 
ganization. 

We  would  also  point  out  that  field  office  employees  live  and  work  in  rural  areas. 
Therefore,  the  impact  caused  by  loss  of  rural  jobs  will  be  less  severe  to  the  extent 
downsizing  can  be  achieved  through  natural  attrition  and  buyouts. 

We  would  like  to  be  sure  that  decisions  for  office  closings  incorporate  the  newly 
added  criteria  of  those  who  are  socially  disadvantaged.  This  is  essential  if  we  are 
to  provide  outreach  to  producers  who  are  often  overlooked,  such  as  Native  American 
and  African  American  farmers. 

We  believe  the  value  of  a  field  office  should  not  be  measured  only  by  comparing 
overhead  costs  to  the  amount  paid  in  direct  payments  to  farmers  nor  by  the  number 
of  farmers  and  ranchers  served.  USD  A  field  offices  perform  many  functions  which 
have  nothing  to  do  with  payments.  The  county  office  is  the  personification  of  the 
Federal  Government  at  the  local  level.  USDA  is  the  people's  agency.  It  is  not  a 
bunch  of  faceless  bureaucrats;  it's  a  friend  and  neighbor  that  staffs  the  local  office 
and  knows  what  is  happening  in  the  area. 

7.  Merger  of  Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration 

We  remain  anxious  to  see  details  of  the  proposal  to  merge  the  Packers  and  Stock- 
yards Administration  with  the  Federed  Grain  Inspection  Service.  NFLTs  members 
remain  concerned  about  unfair,  monopolistic  trade  practices,  especially  in  the  food 
industry,  and  believe  that  the  role  ol  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration 
should  be  bolstered,  and  not  reduced  in  any  way. 

It  is  unclear  what  advantage  would  be  obtained  by  merging  these  two  agencies 
into  one.  We  oppose  taking  action  which  would  diminish  the  ability  of  either  agency 
to  function  effectively. 

8.  Field  Hearings 

We  strongly  support  holding  a  series  of  field  hearings.  When  a  private  business 
is  considering  a  major  change,  it  starts  by  doing  a  market  study  to  find  out  what 
the  consumer  wants.  We  should  approach  USDA  reorganization  in  a  way  that  en- 
sures that  we  know  what  users  want.  Members  of  the  public  who  use  these  offices 
may  be  willing  to  accept  some  consolidations,  but  they  should  be  given  an  oppor- 
tunity to  participate  in  the  decisionmaking  process. 

In  addition,  we  must  allow  the  new  State  directors  and  committee  members  to 
have  an  integral  part  in  the  development  of  the  reorganization.  Their  involvement 
provides  for  input  reflective  of  the  changes  called  for  in  putting  people  first. 

CONCLUSION 

Understandably,  many  details  are  remaining.  We  hope  that  a  broad  spectrum  of 
those  aflected,  including  representation  from  farmers,  municipalities,  rural  home 
owners,  utility  users,  and  others,  be  consulted  in  working  out  those  important  de- 
tails. 

We  offer  our  support  and  assistance  throughout  the  process.  Once  again,  thank 
you  for  inviting  our  comments  today. 


Steve  Holus,  American  Federation  of  Government  Employees,  Local  3354 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee:  My  name  is  Steve  HoUis.  I  am  a 
computer  specialist,  and  since  1982,  I  have  worked  for  the  Farmers  Home  Adminis- 
tration—^t.  Louis  Finance  Office  and  Service  Center.  I  am  actually  in  Washington, 
DC,  today  to  participate  in  a  meeting  of  the  Information  Strategy  Plan  Team  for 
the  USDA  Info  Share  project.  I  would  be  glad  to  accept  any  questions  you  may  have 
regarding  the  Info  Share  project;  however,  that  is  not  the  reason  I  am  here  today. 

I  am  here  today  to  present  to  you  the  initial  reaction  of  rank-and-file  USDA  work- 
ers to  Secretary  Espy^  proposals  for  reorganizing  and  "reinventing"  USDA.  Through 
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my  statement  to  you  today,  the  unions  representing  most  USDA  workers  are  speak- 
ing with  one  voice. 

I  am  a  member  of  the  American  Federation  of  Government  Employees  (AFGE). 
AFGE  is  the  largest  of  the  Federal  unions,  representing  over  13,000  USDA  workers, 
including  workers  in  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  and  other  farm  service  and 
rural  development  agencies.  Food  and  Nutrition  Service,  Food  Safety  and  Inspection 
Service,  Grain  Inspections,  Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration,  Agricultural  Re- 
search Service,  and  other  USDA  workers  such  as  the  National  Finance  Center  in 
New  Orleans.  AFGE  has  had  a  long  standing  process  of  reaching  out  to  many  USDA 
customers,  including  farmers,  rural  community  and  housing  organizations,  environ- 
mental and  consumer  organizations. 

The  American  Federation  of  State,  County,  and  Municipal  Employees  (AFSCME) 
is  one  of  the  largest  unions  in  the  AFL-CIO.  Recently,  AFSCME  Council  26  here 
in  Washington,  DC,  has  organized  workers  at  the  national  headquarters  of  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  (FmHA),  and  pending  the  results  of  an  election  this 
coming  October  7,  at  the  headquarters  of  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Con- 
servation Service  (ASCS). 

At  the  request  of  committee  staff,  I  am  also  indirectly  representing  NASCOE,  the 
National  Association  of  ASCS  County  Office  Employees,  today.  NASCOE  believes 
that  Secretary  Espy's  plan  can  be  improved  and  made  more  effective  by  the  inclu- 
sion of  those  Soil  Conservation  Service  (SCS)  programs  which  impact  mrmers  and 
ranchers  in  the  proposed  Farm  Service  Agency  (FSA),  as  originally  proposed  in 
President  Clinton  s  "Vision  for  Change  in  America." 

On  September  7,  a  few  hours  prior  to  Secretary  Espy's  announcement  of  his  initial 
proposals  to  reorganize  USDA,  WardeU  Townsend,  Assistant  Secretary  for  Adminis- 
tration, conducted  a  national  consultation  meeting  with  representatives  of  our  four 
unions.  Secretary  Townsend  opened  the  meeting  oy  stating  that  he  has  been  des- 
ignated as  USDA's  "labor  liaison"  in  charge  of  developing  a  partnership  between  top 
USDA  management  and  the  unions  representing  USDA  workers. 

Assistant  Secretary  Townsend  told  us  that  USDA  has  not  been  "as  inclusive  in 
its  National  Performance  Review  activities  to  date  as  we  would  have  liked."  He  em- 
phasized that  the  Secretary's  reorganization  plans  constitute  initial  proposals,  and 
that  the  details  are  "very  fluid."  He  said  there  would  be  a  "partnership"  role  for 
USDA  workers,  through  their  elected  union  representatives,  with  respect  to  fleshing 
out  the  details  and  implementation  of  the  Secretary's  proposals.  He  specifically  re- 
ferred to  a  "legislation  task  force,"  headed  by  the  Office  of  the  General  Counsel,  and 
an  "implementation  task  force,"  headed  by  the  Office  of  the  Deputy  Secretary. 

All  four  USDA  unions  represented  in  that  meeting  are  unanimous  in  welcoming 
the  designation  of  Mr.  Townsend  as  Secretary  Espy's  labor  liaison  for  Department- 
wide  labor-management  issues,  and  are  pleased  tnat  formal  national  consultations 
with  USDA  workers'  representatives  have  finally  been  initiated. 

In  fact,  each  of  our  unions  has  actively  sought,  since  the  November  elections,  to 
participate  in  development  of  a  partnership  between  Federal  workers  and  the  new 
administration  to  achieve  the  dramatic  changes  in  the  Federal  Government  which 
were  promised  in  last  year's  election.  In  December  of  last  year,  AFGE  submitted  a 
report  to  the  Clinton/Gore  Transition  Team  on  USDA/FmHA  in  which  we  stated: 
"The  USDA  may  present  both  the  greatest  need  for  and  the  greatest  opportunity 
for,  but  also  the  greatest  challenges  to,  the  concept  of  reinventing  government." 

We  welcomed  the  appointment  of  Mike  Espy  as  the  new  Secretary'  of  Agriculture, 
and  initiated  a  meeting  regarding  reinvention  of  USDA  which  took  place  on  June 
29  with  Deputy  Secretary  Rominger,  Undersecretary  Nash,  Assistant  Secretary 
Townsend,  and  other  top  USDA  officials.  The  AFGE  delegation  at  that  meeting  was 
headed  by  our  National  President,  John  Sturdivant.  So  that  the  development  of  this 
relationship,  and  the  full  range  of  issues  we  believe  must  be  addressed,  can  be  un- 
derstood, I  respectfully  request  these  two  documents — the  Transition  Report  and  our 
Issues  Presented  to  Deputy  Secretary  Rominger — be  entered  into  the  official  record 
of  this  hearing. 

Where  do  USDA  workers  stand  today  with  respect  to  Secretary  Espy's  reorganiza- 
tion plan? 

We  support  the  following  goals  set  by  the  Secretary  in  his  'Team  USDA  Sum- 
mary": 

•  Improve  the  delivery  of  service  to  USDA  customers. 

•  Remain  consistent  with  the  mandated  missions  of  USDA. 

•  Make  the  USDA  a  better  place  for  employees. 

•  Save  the  taxpayer's  money. 

•  Improve  farm  income  and  simplify/improve  service  to  farmers. 
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•  Aggressive  regulatory  actions  to  maintain  and  heighten  the  safety  and  quality 
of  the  lood  supply. 

•  Sharing  space,  services,  and  equipment  in  consolidated  field  offices  to  lower 
overhead  costs  while  creating  one-stop  shopping  for  customers.  (Remember:  rural 
housing  is  our  customer  too.) 

•  Strengthening  work  force  (and  customer)  diversity. 

We  are  not  at  all  opposed  to  consolidating  USDA  agencies  or  functions  in  the  in- 
terests of  higher  quality  and  more  efficient  program  service  delivery,  so  long  as  the 
first  things  that  are  streamlined  are  unnecessary  layers  of  middle  management  and 
the  unnecessary  and  costly  contracting-out  of  work  that  could  be  performed  more 
effectively  and  efficiently  by  frontline  USDA  workers. 

Achievement  of  these  goals  will  require  a  massive  cultural  change  within  the 
USDA  work  force,  and  our  relationship  with  our  customers  in  rural  America.  Such 
cultural  changes  cannot  be  achieved  except  through  a  proactive  partnership  with 
the  frontline,  nonsupervisory  workers,  through  their  elected  representatives. 

All  four  unions  of  USDA  workers  requested  that  "partnership  councils"  be  imple- 
mented within  USDA,  program  by  program.  If  this  is  not  done,  it  will  be  the  front- 
line workers  "on  the  bottom"  who  will  lose  jobs  from  attrition  or  RIFs. 

We  propose  to  build  on  the  hirfi  level  "model"  established,  at  least  in  part,  by  Vice 
President  (jlore's  NPR  process.  The  NPRC  involved  the  unions,  on  a  national  level, 
in  the  general  task  forces  which  reviewed  Government-wide  regulations  and  related 
issues.  At  the  same  time,  individual  departments  and  agencies  were  urged  to  in- 
volve the  unions  representing  their  workers  in  the  agency-specific  NPR  teams,  and 
some  departments  aid.  USDA  has  some  catching  up  to  do  in  this  regard. 

Following  a  similar  approadi,  we  hope  to  work  with  Secretary  Espy  to  reach 
agreement  quickly  on: 

•  1.  National-level  union  participation  in  the  legislative  and  implementation 
teams  which  are  being  formed  at  the  department  level  for  the  detailed  implementa- 
tion of  Secretary  Espys  goals  for  "Team  USDA." 

•  2.  Establishment  of  a  department-level  "partnership  council"  to  address  ongo- 
ing labor-management  relations  issues. 

•  3.  Establishment  of  "partnership  councils'*  in  each  of  the  major  program  areas. 
Major  program  areas  could  include,  for  example,  farm  income,  farm  credit,  trade, 
rural  housmg,  rural  communities  and  utilities,  rural  business  and  cooperative  devel- 
opment, conservation  and  the  environment,  food  safety,  nutrition  and  hunger,  for- 
estry, research,  etc.  Large  or  complex  program  areas  may  need  to  be  subdivided, 
and  smaller  program  areas  may  need  to  oe  combined  into  logical  units. 

•  4.  That  USDA  take  one  more  step  toward  true  "total  cruality  partnership"  by 
providing  a  process  to  hear  directly  from  representatives  of  USDA  customers  (farm- 
ers, rural  housing,  rural  communities,  environmentalists,  consumers,  food  stamp  re- 
cipients, etc.)  in  these  program  area  partnership  councils. 

•  5.  Secretary  Espy  should  give  these  program  area  councils  a  relatively  short 
time  frame  (and  the  resources  they  need)  to  address: 

a.  Justification  for  the  program(s). 

b.  Proposed  strategic  improvements  in  the  program(s),  both  policy  and  funding. 

c.  Proposed  administrative  restructuring  of  the  program  dehvery  functions,  in- 
cluding the  numbers,  twes,  grades,  and  locations  of  the  work  force  and  the 
methods  and  means  of  performing  work. 

Let  me  explain  how  we  see  this  working,  and  why  it  is  necessary. 
The  key  thing  is  that  such  a  partnership  council  approach  would  make  the  process 
of  working  out  the  details  of  Secretary  Esp/s  plan  as  "nonpolitical"  as  possible. 

JUSTIFYING  THE  PROGRAMS 

Some  people  say  that  reinventing  government  is  not  enough,  that  some  govern- 
ment programs  should  simply  be  abolished.  We  agree  that  there  may  be  some  USDA 
program  functions  that  cannot  be  cost-justified  as  we  move  into  tne  21st  century. 

For  example,  I  personally  know  of  someone  who  works  fiill  time  for  USDA,  on 
marketing  strategies  for  Kiwi  fruit.  Is  this  really  necessary?  There's  also  the  exam- 
ple which  I  heard  some  of  you  discuss  during  the  FY  '94  agriculture  appropriations 
maritup  where  USDA  paid  for  doormats  at  all  McDonald's  restaurants  in  other 
countries  promoting  orange  juice. 

USDA  workers  do  believe  that  need  should  be  a  key  factor  in  restructuring  USDA. 
In  a  survey  we  are  doing  with  USDA  workers  nationally,  we  asked  what  criteria 
they  feel  should  be  used  in  determining  what  offices  or  functions  to  consolidate, 
close,  or  rebuUd. 

A  cooperative  education  student-trainee  from  Tennessee  State  University  said: 
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Need  should  be  the  number  one  determining  factor  when  consideration  is 
given  to  reorganizing.  There  are  some  areas  in  the  United  States  that  do 
not  need  as  much  government  assistance  as  others.  Areas  that  do  not  need 
as  much  assistance  do  not  need  as  much  attention  as  areas  that  do. 

A  County  Office  Assistant  from  Oklahoma  said:  "Public  demand.  We  must  first 
consider  the  needs  of  the  conamunity." 

An  Assistant  County  Supervisor  from  Montana  gave  a  good  overall  picture  of  the 
criteria  which  should  he  used  for  reorganizing  USDA: 

Should  be  based  on  population,  mileage,  and  need.  Right  now,  not  all  the 
people  who  could  benefit  from  the  FmHA  programs  are  getting  them  be- 
cause of  not  knowing  about  them  and  the  mstance  they  must  travel  to  get 
the  service. 

Just  as  there  are  some  USDA  programs  which  may  need  to  be  abolished  or  re- 
duced, there  are  others  which  may  need  to  be  increased  or  expanded.  We  agree,  for 
example,  with  Secretary  Espy's  elevation  of  Food,  Nutrition,  and  Consumer  Services 
within  the  Department.  We  also  agree  with  the  following  statements  by  Moises 
Loza,  executive  director  of  the  Housing  Assistance  Council,  in  a  "Letter  to  the  Edi- 
tor" published  in  the  Washington  Post  on  September  10: 

The  Farmers  Home  Administration,  while  imperfect,  has  provided  a  public 
service  to  millions  of  rural  Americans.  The  constituency  for  many  FmHA 
rural  housing  programs  is  low-income  people  in  desperate  need  of  assist- 
ance to  combat  deplorable  housing  conditions  and  excessively  high  housing 
costs.  The  FmHA-eUgible  population  in  the  rural  United  States  requires 
subsidies  to  afford  adequate  housing.  Most  of  these  individuals  and  families 
are  employed — ^they  simply  don't  make  enough  money  to  afford  decent, 
modest  housing  *  *  *. 

In  the  past  20  years,  there  has  been  a  strong  correlation  between  FmHA 
appropriations  and  rural  housing  quality.  The  number  of  rural  housing 
units  without  complete  plumbing  facilities,  once  a  rampant  problem 
throughout  rural  America,  declined  dramatically  in  the  1970s,  when  FmHA 
expenditures  reached  their  peak.  In  the  1980s,  when  all  federal  housing 
programs  were  slashed,  improvements  in  rural  housing  quality  slowed  sig- 
nificantly. Continued  federal  support  of  rural  housing  is  critical  if  improve- 
ments in  rural  housing  quality  are  to  continue. 

STRATEGIC  IMPROVEMENTS  IN  POLICY  AND  FUNDING 

This  is  where  we  have  the  most  questions  and  concerns  about  Secretary  Espy's 
'Team  USDA"  proposals.  It  is  not  yet  clear  to  us  whether  they  represent  new  direc- 
tions, a  redistribution  of  USDA  resources,  or  simply  a  further  degeneration  of  exist- 
ing programs  and  policies  put  in  place  by  the  previous  administration.  We  are  espe- 
ciallv  concerned  aoout  those  at  the  bottom  of  the  economic  ladder,  both  within 
USDA  itself,  and  within  our  client  base  and  constituency. 

FmHA  programs — which  include  housing,  farm  ownership  and  operating,  commu- 
nity development,  waste  and  water,  and  business  &  industry  loan  and  grant  pro- 
grams— are  the  primary  USDA  programs  targeted  towards  the  rural  poor.  Histori- 
cally, they  were  all  placed  under  FmHA  to  maintain  both  the  political  clout,  and 
the  particular  expertise  and  program  delivery  capability,  needed  to  serve  very  low 
to  moderate  income  rural  Americans,  including  small  farmers.  We  fear  that  Sec- 
retary Espy's  proposal  to  disperse  these  programs  into  newly  consolidated  agencies 
whose  main  focus  may  be  on  big  farmers  (Farm  Service  Agency)  and  big  business/ 
housing  developers  (Rural  Community  Development  and  Rural  Business  Develop- 
ment Services)  could  further  weaken  the  Government's  commitment  to  those  most 
in  need  in  rural  America. 

The  Secretary's  plan,  as  so  far  developed,  does  not  spell  out  firm  policy,  funding, 
or  staffing  and  program  delivery  commitments  that  would  answer  the  following 
types  of  critical  questions: 

•  How  will  higher  farm  income  be  achieved?  Will  it  be  high  enough  to  cover  the 
costs  of  production?  As  Willie  Nelson  asked  both  Secretary  Espy  and  President  Clin- 
ton last  week,  when  will  the  commodity  loan  rates  be  raised? 

•  Does  "farmer  friendlj^  mean  more  farmers  instead  of  fewer  farmers?  Does  it 
mean  policies  to  reverse  the  loss  of  African-American  and  other  small  farmers? 
What  USDA  programs  will  be  used  to  accomplish  this?  What  assistance  will  be  pro- 
vided to  new  or  restarting  farmers  to  maximize  their  success?  Where  are  programs 
for  marketing  assistance  for  small  farmers  who  are  trying  to  develop  local  and  re- 
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gional,  rather  than  international,  cooperative  marketing  approaches?  Does  the 
placement  of  the  FSA  under  the  Undersecretary  for  Trade  imply  an  assumption  re- 
garding NAFTA  and  GATT,  which  Congress  has  not  yet  approved?  Will  farm  credit 
regulations  be  modified  to  make  it  easier  for  farmers  to  qualify  for  ownership  and 
operating  loans?  Will  grants  be  used?  How  will  cross-compliance  with  environmental 
and  conservation  laws  and  regulations  be  accomplished  unless  SCS  is  part  of  the 
FSA?  Will  farmers  be  provided  economic  and  technical  assistance  to  move  towards 
more  sustainable  agricultural  practices — or  will  they  simply  be  regulated  and 
"poUced"  with  respect  to  the  environmental  and  conservation  concerns? 

•  What  are  the  USDA's  goals  regarding  rural  housing  issues  such  as  construction 
of  adequate  housing  stock,  support  for  maintenance  and  upkeep  of  current  housing 
stock,  adequate  rental  assistance  and  quality  control  to  meet  tne  housing  needs  of 
very  low-income  rural  people?  How  will  these  programs  be  funded  and  staffed  for 
program  delivery?  Will  a  whole  new  field  office  structure  be  created  under  the  pro- 
posed Rural  Community  Development  Service?  WUl  rural  housing  grant  and  loan 
programs  be  increased  back  towards  the  needed  levels  prior  to  the  cuts  of  the 
1980s? 

•  Will  rural  business  and  economic  development  focus  on  community-based  eco- 
nomic development?  How  can  family  farming  be  separated  from  rural  development? 
How  will  rural  development  programs  be  funded  and  staffed  for  program  delivery 
to  truly  small  and  minority  farms,  businesses,  and  economically  depressed  rural 
communities?  WiU  there  be  increased  USDA  emphasis  on  programs  of  assistance  to 
farm  workers,  and  how  will  these  programs  be  funded  and  staffed  for  delivery? 

•  There  is  a  major  need  for  improved  outreach,  education,  and  training  programs 
targeted  to  the  rural  constituencies  our  programs  are  supposed  to  serve.  How  will 
such  efforts  Ibe  funded  and  staffed?  Will  "one  stop-shopping"  really  mean  that  USDA 
will  proactively  inform  clients  of  all  the  services  available  to  them,  and  help  these 
clients  negotiate  the  best  assistance  for  their  particular  situations,  as  we  were  al- 
lowed to  do  prior  to  the  1980s? 

We  believe  these  types  of  questions  should  be  addressed  when  determining  the 
numbers  of  USDA  offices  needed,  their  locations,  and  their  stafiing  levels. 

DETERMINING  THE  NUMBERS,  TYPES,  AND  LOCATIONS  OF  STAFF  FOR  PROGRAM 

DELIVERY  AND  ADMINISTRATION 

It  is  in  this  area  that  the  unions  representing  USDA  workers  perhaps  have  the 
greatest  contribution  to  make  to  achieving  a  meaningful  reinvention  of  USDA.  And, 
of  course,  this  is  also  the  area  of  greatest  concern  to  most  USDA  workers. 

On  the  administrative  level,  we  believe  that  Secretary  Espy's  proposal  may,  in 
fact,  not  go  far  enough.  Pending  further  discussion,  for  example,  we  tentatively  be- 
lieve the  following  types  of  functions  should  actually  be  consolidated  at  the  depart- 
ment level,  rather  than  the  Undersecretary  level  as  proposed: 

•  The  National  Appeals  Staff  should  be  answerable  only  to  the  Secretary,  and 
consolidated  with  the  ALJ  staff,  if  it  is  to  be  truly  independent  of  the  program  areas 
which  it  reviews.  We  support  Senator  Conrad's  legislation  on  this  issue. 

•  There  needs  to  be  a  strengthened  EEO/Civil  Rights  investigative  staff,  to  inde- 
pendently investigate  each  ana  every  complaint  of  discrimination  by  USDA  employ- 
ees or  clients,  with  the  power  to  enter  remedies,  including  damages  and  disciplinary 
actions. 

•  Our  unions  represent  a  large  number  of  frontline  computer  specialist  and  ac- 
counting technician  support  workers  in  Washington,  DC,  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  and  Kansas 
City,  Mo.  What  Secretary  Espy  plans  to  do  with  these  functions  is  not  clear,  our 
members  will  have  many  positive  suggestions  to  make. 

With  respect  to  program  delivery,  there  should  be  an  equitable  distribution  of  re- 
sources (staff,  physical  assets,  funds)  to  each  program  area  based  on  need,  the  type 
of  clients  involved,  and  the  strategic  program  directions.  Clients  should  not  have  to 
travel  too  far  to  get  to  the  offices.  A  member  of  the  Intertribal  Agriculture  Council 
told  us  of  a  farmer  in  Oklahoma  who  had  to  travel  90  miles  each  way  seven  times 
just  to  get  a  loan. 

Some  of  the  issues  raised  by  USDA  field  office  workers  are  as  follows: 

Services  provided  to  family  farms  (and  low-income  housing  and  community 
development  clients)  should  be  broader  than  those  provided  to  corporate 
farms  and  big  businesses — and  should  include  simplified  paperwork  with 
faster  service.  Those  offices  serving  the  family  farmer  and  low-income  rural 
people  should  be  expanded  to  offer  a  much  broader  range  of  services.  Those 


73 

offices  serving  corporate  farms  or  big  businesses  should  be  closed  or  consoli- 
dated.— Computer  Specialist,  St.  Louis 

Reinventing  might  be  good,  if  they  start  from  the  top  down.  Cut  out  the 
fat  at  the  top  because  there  is  none  in  this  field  office.  In  fact,  I  donate 
hours  every  week  just  in  order  to  keep  my  head  above  level.  Cut  out  those 
reports.  Let  them  get  info  off  the  computer.  Washington  decides  they  want 
a  survey  and  they  do  not  give  you  a  time  frame  that  is  decent.  All  your 
other  work  has  to  cease,  so  you  miss  a  time  frame  on  what  you  are  doing. — 
Texas  Assistant  County  Supervisor 

Start  cutting  positions  from  the  top  down,  as  promised.  Truly  listen  to  em- 
ployee suggestions  rather  than  asking  for  them  as  a  means  to  pacify  field 
office  stall. — Nebraska  County  office 

Consider  number  of  clients  served,  distance  clients  must  travel  for  service, 
need  for  services  in  community,  rural/urban  orientation. — North  Carolina 
County  Supervisor 

Job  specialization  will  be  needed  due  to  complexities  in  administering  pro- 
grams at  the  county  level. — South  Dakota  County  Employee 

At  the  bottom  line,  we  support  the  concept  of  "one-stop  shopping"  and  collocation/ 
consolidation  of  field  offices — if  it  means  reduciog  the  numbers  of  middle  manage- 
ment and  the  layers  of  bureaucracy  in  order  to  adequately  stafi"  and  ftind  the  front- 
line workers,  does  not  require  low-income  clients  to  travel  too  far,  and  is  handled 
to  minimize  the  negative  impact  on  our  current  workers.  Attrition  and  RIFs  will 
only  cause  those  at  the  bottom  to  end  up  on  the  street,  so  negotiating  directly  with 
the  unions  is  really  the  only  way  to  achieve  Secretary  Espy's  stated  goals. 

Finally,  we  know  Congress  is  interested  in  finding  ways  to  reduce  paperwoA  and 
streamline  the  delivery  of  services.  Frontline  USDA  workers  have  plenty  of  good 
ideas  on  ways  to  accomplish  those  goals: 

Contracting  is  the  biggest  culprit.  Too  many  papers  to  accomplish  one  job, 
leaves  lots  of  room  for  errors.  It  takes  four  different  forms  just  to  request 
one  check  to  pay  for  property  taxes. — Pennsylvania  County  Program  Assist- 
ant 

Untie  our  hands  and  let  us  do  our  job.  Remove  the  reviews  we  have.  Give 
us  the  money  to  make  loans.  Remove  the  outdated  regulations. — A  Wash- 
ington State  County  Employee 

All  forms  to  be  put  on  computer.  *  *  *  Put  more  people  in  contact  with  the 
public  we  are  to  serve.  Many  unnecessary  forms  are  used  that  have  no 
bearing  on  feasibility  of  project.  Less  review  staff.  *  ♦  ♦  Work  in  this  office 
has  potential  to  be  reviewed  four  times. — New  Mexico  field  employee 

Finally,  all  four  USDA  unions  are  unanimous  in  our  view  that  restructuring  the 
USDA  should  result  in  improved,  not  worse,  pay,  benefits,  and  staffing  levels  among 
frontline  workers.  This  is  where  "the  rubber  meets  the  road"  in  terms  of  improved 
customer  service.  This  can  be  accomplished  by  reducing  the  unnecessary  layers  of 
middle  management  and  the  "review  and  control"  bureaucracy,  and  by  eliminating 
waste,  abuse,  and  misuse  of  USDA's  contracting  out  program. 

One  worker  said: 

Keep  employees  informed  about  what  is  going  on.  We  sit  out  here  in  the 
field  and  wonder  if  we  wUl  have  a  job  tomorrow.  Fm  a  female  single  parent 
and  all  the  above  issues  are  very  important  to  me.  Why  should  I  put  more 
effort  or  work  harder  when  Fm  facing  a  cut  in  benefits  and  pay?  *  *  *. 

Another  worker  from  my  office  in  St.  Louis  said: 

It  wasn't  more  than  2  years  ago  that  the  Government  made  a  deal  with 
Federal  employees  about  comparability.  Just  because  an  administration 
changes  doesn't  mean  previous  agreements  are  invalidated.  We  are  people, 
not  a  potential  cost  cut! 

A  community  and  business  programs  specialist  said: 

My  concern  is  for  those  of  us  in  USDA,  and  all  of  Government  service,  who 
are  struggling  to  make  ends  meet.  It  appears  that  we  are  the  last  ones  any- 
one thinks  about  in  regards  to  enjoying  a  life  of  being  financially  secure. 
However,  we  are  the  first  to  have  our  pay  cut  or  raises  terminated.  This 
causes  serious  cases  of  low  morale  and  decreases  job  production  and  qual- 
ity. Employees  who  are  worried  constantly  about  how  they  wUl  support 
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their  families  cannot  give  their  full  and  undivided  attention  to  their  job 
during  work  hours. 

We  have  previously  submitted  information  regarding  the  problems  with  waste  in 
USDA's  contracting-out  program  to  the  administration  and  to  your  committee.  Some 
of  that  is  contained  in  tne  documents  which  I  have  entered  into  the  record  of  this 
hearing. 

Today,  I  would  like  to  add  some  of  the  voices  of  frontline  USDA  workers. 

An  Assistant  County  Supervisor  from  Montana: 

We  spend  $20-25,000  per  year  on  a  losm  makingAoan  servicing  contractor, 
and  approximately  $22,700  per  year  on  appraisal  contracting.  The  adminis- 
trative cost  of  contracting  is  not  included  in  those  figures.  I'm  sure  this  cost 
would  be  staggering,  considering  the  process  we  go  through.  Three  offices, 
GS-11  and  up,  handle  each  contract  recjuest.  Each  spends  close  to  1  hour 
in  processing  time.  I  have  shown  the  District  Director  the  savings  in  per- 
forming the  work  ourselves  rather  than  contracting  out.  Over  2  million  dol- 
lars a  year  could  be  saved  each  year  in  the  State  of  Montana  alone.  A  GS— 
7  assistant  county  supervisor  could  be  hired  for  each  of  the  24  county  offices 
in  Montana  at  an  annual  salary  of  $23,00()plus  with  a  $10,000/year  train- 
ing budget  for  less  cost  than  contracting.  The  end  results  would  be  better 
quaUty  work  performed  in  a  timely  manner  at  less  cost  to  the  taxpayer.  To 
me,  this  satisfies  the  criteria  desired  by  this  administration.  Better  service 
at  less  cost! 

A  County  Office  Assistant  from  North  Dakota: 

Government  workers  should  be  doing  farmer  program  servicing  instead  of 
the  contractors.  We  have  to  review  the  contractors  woric  anyway.  Save  time 
and  money  and  reduce  conflict  between  the  borrower  and  FmHA  by  doing 
it  ourselves.  The  farmer  does  not  like  to  have  a  contractor  do  their  year- 
end  analysis  or  servicing.  USDA  loses  touch  with  our  farmer  program  bor- 
rowers. It  does  not  create  good  public  relations. 

And  a  County  Supervisor  from  Mississippi: 

As  a  general  rule,  Government  employees  could  do  the  work  better  *  *  * 
For  example,  in  our  office,  a  GS-4  clerk  could  do  all  the  interest  credits, 
act  as  a  real  estate  broker  and  show  our  houses  for  us,  and  still  have  plenty 
of  time  left  over  to  aid  in  other  clerical  activities,  all  at  a  cheaper  cost  than 
the  $40,000  we  paid  on  those  two  contracts  last  year. 

Our  unions  «u«  also  very  concerned  about  contracting  out  of  the  Forest  Service 
job  corps. 

The  proper  use  of  contracting  is  for  the  Government  to  gain  temporary  expertise 
that  is  needed  but  not  available  in  our  work  force.  In  the  field,  for  example,  there 
are  many  farm  smd  rural  advocacy  organizations,  generally  nonprofits,  who  have  de- 
veloped much  expertise  and  should  be  used  by  USDA  for  outreach,  training,  and 
perhaps,  in  some  cases,  some  service  delivery. 

On  the  Info  Share  project,  there  is  a  great  need  for  top  USDA  management  to 
contract  with,  and  use  the  expertise  of  a  consultant  of  the  caliber  of  James  Martin 
&  Co.  What  is  frustrating  and  counter-productive  is  when  we  contract  out  for  out- 
side "expertise"  and  the  contractor  personnel  are  no  more  "expert"  than  we  are.  Or, 
when  our  supervisor  requests  $78,000  for  training  and  travel  support  for  in-house 
workers  on  the  Executive  Information  System  and  is  told,  instead,  to  spend  some 
$350,000  and  Government  employee  administrative  time  to  have  a  contractor  help 
with  the  EIS  system.  I  have  with  me  a  letter  from  a  coworker  that  was  just  written 
about  another  example  of  wastefiil  and  abusive  contracting-out  practices  in  the  secu- 
rity office,  which  I  would  also  like  to  enter  into  the  official  record  of  this  hearing.12 

When  Federal  employees  can  do  the  work,  they  should  do  it,  and  contracting 
should  be  reserved  for  truly  extraordinauy  "consulting"  purposes. 

Contracting  for  equipment  also  needs  to  be  revised.  A  field  office  employee  from 
Vermont  reported: 

Instead  of  letting  one  company  provide  equipment  for  all  of  USDA/FmHA, 
give  us  a  petty  cash  fund  to  go  down  to  a  local  store  and  purchase  a  fax 
machine.  Let  us  support  our  local  business.  It  took  me  a  year  to  receive  an 
office  chair  to  replace  my  broken  one.  It  would  be  easier  if  I  could've  gone 
to  a  local  store,  picked  out  the  chair,  okayed  it  with  the  State  office,  sent 


12  See  page  132. 
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in  a  voucher  for  the  amount,  and  when  we  received  the  check,  gone  down 
and  bought  the  chair. 

SUMMARY  POINTS  OF  VIEW  FROM  USDA  WORKERS 

Reinvent  management!  *  *  ♦  Management  must  know  what  programs  they 
are  managing  *  *  *  Severely  cut  management  staffing  from  Washington  to 
level  of  agency  that  works  with  the  public.  Put  management  in  field  to  see 
what  they  are  managing  *  *  *  This  is  no  different  with  Mr.  Espy.  What 

east  experience  does  he  have  with  brass  tacks,  and  everyday  operation  at 
fSDA  activities  in  specific  counties?  It  is  unreasonable  to  expect  him  to 
know  but  who  is  helping  him  to  make  decisions  based  on  past  experience 
of  the  frontline  workers.  Are  they  informed  decisions?  The  public  is  what 
matters,  not  politics.  AU  frontline  employees  are  nonpolitical  *  *  * — Penn- 
sylvania ACS 

If  they  are  serious  get  it  done  quickly  and  keep  everyone  informed  as  to 
when  and  how.  Combine  all  agencies  to  be  consolidated  at  the  top  first  and 
get  rid  of  the  unnecessary  middle  management.  The  field  offices  can  still 
mnction  through  the  reorganization  process. — Another  Pennsylvania  ACS 

USDA  asked  for  input  from  employees  about  reinventing  government.  They 
should  have  reinvented  how  to  ask  for  input.  Field  employees  received  the 
questionnaire  exactly  3  weeks  after  it  was  dated  and  had  exactly  1  day  to 
complete  the  questionnaire  and  have  it  received  in  Washington.  This  was 
only  Up  service  *  *  * — New  Jersey  District  Office 

I'm  not  so  sure  that  taking  housing  away  from  FmHA  is  wise.  Setting  up 
a  new,  consolidated  agency,  such  as  USDA  Farm  Service  and  Rural  Devel- 
opment Agency  is  cost  effective.  We  have  been  doing  a  great  job  as  we  are 
and  no  one  seems  to  acknowledge  it.  I  have  helped  a  lot  of  well-deserving 
people  into  homes  and  helped  farmers  who  have  become  successful.  We 
worK  our  'you  know  whats'  off  in  the  County  Office  and  our  input  isn't  con- 
sidered!— New  Jersey  County  Office 

We  all  benefit  by  strength  in  agriculture.  Our  heritage  and  our  wealth  as 
a  nation  is  derived  from  our  success  in  agriculture.  Return  prosperity  to  the 
family  farm  and  rural  America  will  once  again  gain  strength  and  prosper- 
ity. Commodity  prices  must  be  such  a  family  farmer  can  make  a  living  and 
retool  his  macninery  and  pay  his  land  notes.  Disaster  assistance  should  at 
least  be  a  partial  grant.  A  farmer  (not  having  parity  since  1914)  cannot  bor- 
row his  way  out  of  debt. — Texas  County  Office 

In  closing,  a  County  Supervisor  from  North  Carolina  with  31  years  of  service  ex- 
pressed the  workers'  point  of  view  well,  when  he  wrote: 

Bring  pay  in  line  with  private  industry  to  encourage  quality  workers.  Pro- 
vide incentives  for  early  retirement  and  make  jobs  availaSle  for  younger 
employees.  Eliminate  politics  from  who  gets  hired  and  fired.  Make  perform- 
ance ratings  simply  and  understandable  for  supervisors  and  employees.  Re- 
organize USDA  but  keep  good  programs  that  work.  (Don't  throw  the  baby 
out  with  the  bath  water.)  Provide  modem  computer  equipment  that  works, 
with  good  programming.  Allow  flexibility  in  work  hours.  Hire  only  top  qual- 
ity employees,  not  just  anyone  who  wallcs  in.  Pay  them  well.  Reduce  paper- 
work and  reporting  requirements  *  *  *.  Have  specialized  staff  who  don't 
have  to  be  'expert'  in  all  areas,  but  keep  people  in  the  communities  served 
by  employing  additional  personnel  in  the  fiela. 

There  are  USDA  workers,  and  clients,  in  virtually  every  congressional  district  in 
the  country.  We  hope  that  the  administration  and  Congress  will  allow  USDA  work- 
ers, through  their  elected  union  representatives,  to  jointly  address  all  of  these  con- 
cerns through  the  promised  "partnership  council"  approach.  If  that  happens,  we  will 
then  be  able  to  come  back  to  the  Congress  together  with  a  detailed  reorganization 
plan  that  is  supported  by  all.  Let's  do  it  right,  even  if  that  takes  a  little  more  time! 


AvRAM  Patt,  Vice  President,  Washington  Electric  Co-op,  Inc. 

Chairman  Leahy  and  distinguished  members  of  the  committee,  I  am  Avram  Patt, 
vice  president  of  Washington  Electric  Cooperative,  East  Montpelier,  Vermont,  a 
consumer-owned,  nonprofit  rural  electric  cooperative  that  serves  8,000  consumers  in 
parts  of  4  rural  counties  of  the  State. 
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Also,  I  am  the  director  of  the  Vermont  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity,  which  ad- 
ministers a  variety  of  community-based  social  programs,  among  them  several  USDA 
programs  such  as  commodities  distribution,  the  farmer's  maricet  coupon  program, 
promotion  of  school  meals  programs,  and  more.  For  6  years,  I  was  also  chair  of  a 
select  board,  our  town  council,  for  a  town  of  about  1,200  people.  While  I  am  here 
specifically  on  behalf  of  our  electric  co-op  and  others  across  the  country,  I  offer  you 
the  perspective  of  someone  broadly  committed  to  healthy  rural  communities,  eco- 
nomic opportunity  for  all  citizens  and  forward-thinking  energy  policies. 

I  am  pleased  to  appear  before  the  committee  today  to  support  the  proposed  reor- 
ganization of  the  U!S.  Department  of  Agriculture.  The  Department  is  enormously 
complex,  with  112,000  employees  and  42  agencies.  Agriculture  certainly  is  one  as- 
pect of  tJie  Department's  role  and  mission,  but  certainly  not  the  only  one — the  func- 
tions of  the  Department  are  extremely  important  to  all  American  consumers,  and 
to  all  rural  citizens. 

It  would  be  easy  to  look  at  the  diverse  actions  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  throw  up  one's  hands  in  frustration.  On  that  score,  I  congratulate  Secretary 
Espy  for  his  ambitious  but  thoughtful  initiatives  for  reorganization,  and,  likewise, 
this  committee  for  its  consideration  and  leadership. 

In  general,  those  structural  changes  proposed  for  the  Department  are  eminently 
logics?.  They  make  sense.  For  starters,  the  proposed  restructuring  recognizes  the 
fine  distinction  between  "rural"  and  "agricultural."  Certainly,  agriculture  is  the  en- 
gine that  drives  much  of  the  rural  economy,  but  ever  more  important  to  rural  areas 
is  economic  diversity  and  economic  development  activities  that  focus  on  loced  re- 
sources and  assets,  both  agricultural  and  other,  including  tourism,  telecommuni- 
cations, transportation  and  manufacturing.  In  addition,  self-employment  and 
microbusiness  are  very  significant  contributors  to  rural  economies. 

The  restructuring  of  those  rural  development  programs  that  do  not  focus  on  agri- 
culture under  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Small  Community  and  Rural  Development 
fives  new  and  necessary  emphasis  to  those  Federal  programs  that  can  help  provide 
oth  sound  infrastructure  and  economic  diversity. 

I  agree  with  the  decision  to  move  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  and  the 
farm  programs  of  Farmers  Home  Administration  into  the  new  Fann  Service  Agency. 

As  the  members  of  this  committee  are  aware,  and  you,  especially,  Mr.  Chairman, 
rural  Americans  face  some  unique  problems  that  our  urban  friends  do  not.  For  ex- 
ample, many  of  our  governmental  entities  do  not  have  experienced  staff  and  leader- 
ship to  trudge  through  the  paperwork  necessary  to  bring  Federal  technical  and  fi- 
nancial assistance  to  their  communities.  By  and  large,  the  governments  are  volun- 
teer, and  the  individuals  who  fill  those  positions,  albeit  with  great  good  will  and 
competence,  simply  do  not  have  the  time  or  expertise  to  pursue  what  might  be  avail- 
able to  them  from  their  government. 

In  the  town  where  I  was  a  selectman,  town  employees  included  only  the  town 
clerk,  three  roadcrew  members,  and  the  lone  sewage  treatment  plant  operator  in  the 
village  area.  No  town  manager,  no  professional  planners  or  community  development 
office. 

That's  why  the  restructuring  of  rural  development  programs  under  one  roof  is  so 
eminently  sensible.  First,  it  clusters  programs  that  can  be  genuinely  helpful  where 
they  can  be  found  by  ordinary  people.  Applicants  for  assistance  will  not  have  to 
wade  through  bewildering  organizational  charts  to  find  that  particular  agency  that 
may  be  best  suited  to  assist  a  local  project — one-stop  shopping  is  a  concept  whose 
time  should  have  already  come.  Federal  programs  can  indeed  be  designed  to  support 
locally  designed  projects,  rather  than  the  local  projects  struggling  to  fit  maze  of  cat- 
egorical, rule-bound  programs. 

I  am  also  pleased  that  reorganization  will  house  the  programs  of  the  Rural  Elec- 
trification Administration  (REA)  within  the  umbrella  of  rural  development  pro- 
grams. Essentially,  rured  electrification  has  been  a  development  program  since  its 
inception. 

Rural  electric  systems  such  as  Washington  Electric  Co-op  are  a  vital  part  of  the 
fabric  of  many,  many  rural  communities.  They  are  in  their  communities  for  the  long 
haul,  and  because  their  consumers  are  their  owners,  they  are  committed  to  initia- 
tives that  improve  the  quality  of  life  in  those  communities.  Rural  electric  co-ops  are 
committed  to  economic  development.  And  I  believe  that  the  proximity  of  the  Rural 
Utilities  Service  with  other  development  programs  will  greatly  enhance  the  Depart- 
ment's capacity  to  bring  positive  change  to  all  comers  of  rural  America. 

I  think  it  is  significant  and  important  that  these  essential  services  and  programs 
have  heightened  visibility  both  within  the  Department  and  outside,  because  it  ap- 
propriately reasserts  USDA's  rightful  position  as  the  lead  Federal  agency  in  rural 
development. 
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A  second  positive  aspect  of  this  reali^ment  of  development  programs  is  the  rec- 
ognition of  the  need  that  rural  communities  have  to  provide  adequate  basic  services, 
such  as  water  and  waste  treatment,  and  that  these  basic  services  are  related  to,  in- 
deed, critical  for  economic  and  community  development. 

I  believe  that  the  proposed  reorganization  of  the  community  development  and 
housing  programs,  the  business  ana  economic  development  programs,  and  the  utili- 
ties programs  recognizes  the  coordination  of  program  and  policy  necessary  to  assist 
development  in  rural  areas  and  to  make  rural  areas  economically  competitive. 

I  might  add  that  it  is  my  hope  that  the  Secretary,  the  Department,  and  the  com- 
mittee might  somehow  find  ways  to  break  down  the  program  and  policy  barriers 
that  divide  rural  and  urban  programs  of  economic  and  community  development. 
Local  economies  have  their  own  "ecosystem,"  and  placing  arbitrary  political  or  geo- 

Kaphic  boundaries  on  where  and  how  Federal  programs  assist  and  nurture  these 
;al  economies  seems  to  fly  in  the  face  of  logic  and  reality. 

One  of  the  extremely  important  actions  of  the  Depeutment  of  Agriculture  has  been 
in  the  area  of  food  and  nutrition.  Increasing  the  stature  of  this  essential  function 
bv  making  it  the  direct  responsibOity  of  an  Under  Secretary  for  Food,  Nutrition  and 
Consumer  Services  sends  a  clear  message  that  the  Department  is  committed  to  the 
prevention  of  hunger  and  malnutrition,  which  is  the  growing  shame  of  our  inner 
cities,  our  suburbs,  our  small  town  main  streets  and  our  farmlands.  Furthermore, 
the  consolidation  of  nutrition  research  and  education  programs  under  the  new  Food 
and  Consumer  Service  shows  a  welcome  increased  attention  to  food  quality  and  in- 
formed food  consumers. 

Generally,  the  consolidation  of  services  specifically  for  agriculture  will  streamline 
and  improve  those  programs.  Similarly,  the  consolidation  of  rural  economic  develop- 
ment and  utility  programs  bodes  well  for  rural  communities  as  a  whole. 

I  would  conclude  with  an  observation  concerning  the  proposed  consolidation  of 
field  offices.  I  recognize  that  this  is  something  that  is  easier  said  than  done,  and 
I  do  not  envy  the  Secretary  or  this  committee  as  they  face  decisions  on  what  gets 
cut,  what  gets  consolidated  and  what  does  not.  As  a  rural  American,  I  applaud  the 
Secretary  and  the  Department  for  its  willingness  to  do  what  must  be  done  to  create 
a  lean,  efficient,  nonbureaucratic,  service-oriented  USDA. 

Frankly,  rural  Americans,  myself  included,  don't  much  care  how  boxes  are  ar- 
ranged on  an  organization  chart  on  a  desk  in  Washington.  What  we  do  believe  is 
essential  for  rural  America  and  the  Nation  is  the  flexible,  efficient,  commonsense 
provision  of  technical,  financial  and  other  assistance  that  makes  it  possible  for  rural 
America  to  take  a  proper  place  at  America's  economic  table.  For  too  many  years, 
rural  America  has  been  the  stepchild  of  initiatives  on  jobs  creation  and  develop- 
ment. Rural  Americans  have  for  two  centuries  fed  the  rest  of  the  country,  and  for 
much  of  that  time,  farming  and  agriculture  comprised  the  primary  economic  force 
in  rural  areas. 

That  has  changed.  Farming  and  agriculture  remain  central  components  of  the 
rural  economy,  but  most  of  us  are  not  farmers. 

To  provide  jobs  and  opportunities  that  make  it  possible  for  our  children  to  con- 
tinue to  live  in  rural  America,  to  allow  rural  Americans  to  participate  in  the  great 
technological  progress  unfolding  before  us,  to  make  rural  areas  economically  viable, 
to  maintain  the  working  rural  landscapes  that  all  Americans  treasure,  these  are 
worthy  policy  objectives  of  any  administration,  of  any  Congress. 

I  believe  that  the  initiatives  suggested  by  Secretary  Espy  represent  a  giant  step 
forward  in  this  regard,  and  I  wholeheartedly  urge  this  committee  to  take  whatever 
legislative  actions  are  necessary  to  accomplish  the  Department's  reorganization. 

Thank  you.  I'd  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions. 


Harry  L.  Pearson 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  the  views  of  the  Amer- 
ican Farm  Bureau  Federation  today.  I  am  Harry  Pearson,  President  of  Indiana 
Farm  Bureau  Federation,  Inc.,  and  a  member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Amer- 
ican Farm  Bureau  Federation.  I  am  a  farmer  from  Blackford  County,  Indiana, 
where  I  grow  com,  wheat  and  soybeans. 

Let  me  start  by  saying  that  Farm  Bureau  has  a  long  record  of  supporting  effi- 
ciency in  government  and  prudent  cost  containment  strategies.  We  have  called  for 
reductions  in  Federal  spending  and  believe  that  agriculture  has  absorbed  consider- 
able budget  reductions  over  the  past  two  farm  bills.  In  fact,  no  other  major  program 
can  match  the  record  of  spending  reduction  that  has  been  achieved  in  farm  pro- 

frams  since  1986.  Our  spending  has  been  cut  by  nearly  two-thirds,  and  annual  re- 
uction  in  program  costs  nave  averaged  9  percent  per  year  for  the  past  8  years. 
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Farm  Bureau  recognizes  that  in  response  to  changing  priorities,  budget  realities 
and  a  public  policy  obiective  of  reinventing  government,  USDA  will  undergo  signifi- 
cant changes.  Our  policy  emphasizes  our  interest  in  being  an  active  participant  in 
this  process.  AFBF  policy  states: 

We  support  and  should  take  an  active  role  in  restructurinjg  USDA  with  an 
emphasis  on  the  needs  of  farmers  and  ranchers,  and  the  efficient  use  of  tax- 
payers' money.  We  shedl  vigorously  oppose  all  efforts  to  rename  it  or  con- 
solidate it  with  any  other  department  or  agency  of  government. 

However,  the  issue  of  reorganization  has  created  great  uncertainty  and  anxiety 
for  the  past  2  years  among  farmers  who  have  heard  a  variety  of  proposals  for 
streamlining  USDA  and  closing  county  offices.  Farmers  are  justifiably  concerned 
that  they  could  end  up  with  a  lower  quality  of  service,  greater  inconvenience  and 
less  responsiveness  from  agencies  that  provide  valuable  programs  and  regulate 
farming  practices.  It  is  our  hope  that  this  undesirable  outcome  does  not  result  from 
reorganization  eflbrts.  There  is  concern  that,  in  spite  of  the  stated  lofty  objectives 
of  increased  efficiency,  financial  savings  and  improved  service,  the  ultimate  impact 
could  be  unfavorable  for  farmers  who  participate  in  USDA  programs. 

Farm  Bureau  has  closely  followed  the  development  of  proposals  intended  to  reor- 
ganize USDA  both  at  the  local  level  and  at  the  headquarters  in  Washington.  The 
uncertainty  that  exists  results  not  from  the  proposed  structure  and  agency  mergers, 
but  from  questions  about  how  the  Department  will  truly  function  after  the  changes 
have  been  made. 

Questions  that  immediately  arise  include: 

1.  Will  farmers  and  other  USDA  constituents  receive  service  that  is  as  good  or 
better  than  that  provided  in  the  current  structure? 

2.  WUl  the  transition  to  a  new  structure  result  in  valuable  services  being  inter- 
rupted, or  deemphasized  in  the  process?  For  example,  will  the  splitting  of  services 
currently  provided  by  Farmers  Home  Administration  result  in  farmers  receiving 
adequate  credit  programs? 

3.  Will  the  closing  of  county  offices  be  conducted  in  a  rational,  orderly  manner 
that  will  avoid  undue  confusion  and  inconvenience  for  program  participants? 

4.  WUl  agencies  that  have  had  a  valuable  mission  and  are  targeted  for  merger 
or  restructuring  continue  to  ftilfill  their  mission  in  the  restructurea  USDA?  The  Ex- 
tension Service  is  an  example  of  an  agency  in  transition  with  a  future  that  appears 
to  be  uncertain. 

Many  good  concepts  have  surfaced  during  this  process.  We  believe  that  the 
changes  eventually  agreed  upon  should  incorporate  points  from  a  variety  of  sources. 
Therefore,  we  would  Uke  to  outline  some  major  points  that  we  believe  should  play 
a  part  in  this  process: 

1.  USDA  agencies  must  continue  to  rely  upon  a  form  of  decentralized  county  of- 
fices. Consolidation  of  agencies  into  a  Farm  Service  Agency  can  be  achieved  if  a  ra- 
tional process  is  employed  to  accomplish  the  objective  of  eliminating  inefficiency. 
However,  the  structure  of  agriculture  reauires  that,  in  order  to  provide  service  to 
farmers  and  ranchers  in  dispersed  rural  areas,  a  network  of  offices  must  exist 
throughout  the  country.  The  criteria  for  selecting  office  locations  must  be  thoroughly 
reviewed  and  careftilly  constructed. 

2.  Service  to  farmers  in  the  most  efficient,  cost-effective  manner  must  be  a  pri- 
mary objective.  The  programs  that  farmers  participate  in  and  benefit  from  should 
be  user-friendly  and  compatible  with  other  farm  service  programs.  Therefore,  the 
Farm  Service  Agency,  the  Natural  Resource  Agency  and  Rural  Development  Serv- 
ices need  computer  systems  that:  share  common  information  bases;  communicate 
with  each  other;  communicate  with  farmer's  computers;  and  reduce  the  time,  effort 
and  paperwork  required  of  farmers.  Programs  operated  by  these  agencies  must  be 
compatible  and  complementary. 

3.  A  long-term  goal  should  be  to  combine  offices  and  personnel  that  can  work 
with  farmers  located  at  a  single  site.  Farm  service  centers  would  reduce  overhead 
and  support  staff  needs.  However,  this  can  only  be  accomplished  once  the  programs 
are  adequately  integrated. 

4.  Increased  emphasis  must  be  placed  on  improving  telecommunications  and 
computer  capabilities  of  these  offices.  Dissemination  of  announcements,  rules  and 
program  provisions  within  the  network  of  county  offices  should  be  improved.  In  ad- 
dition, allowing  producers  to  communicate  interactively  by  computer  network,  fax 
machine  or  by  using  computer  disks  that  provide  the  required  information  concern- 
ing program  provisions  would  alleviate  much  of  the  time  and  expense  of  participat- 
ing m  the  programs. 
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5.  Improvements  in  efficiency  must  be  flexible  enough  to  fit  with  local  and  re- 
gional conditions.  In  the  case  of  closely-situated  small  counties,  merging  several  of- 
fices can  be  accomplished  without  serious  disruption  to  the  constituents  served  by 
those  offices.  Delivery  of  services  should  actually  improve,  as  small  offices  can  be 
replaced  by  combined  offices  that  can  take  advantage  of  economies  of  scale  and  can 
be  open  for  longer  hours.  However,  in  some  large  geographic  counties,  merging  of 
several  offices  would  pose  excessive  inconveniences  on  those  who  need  access  to  the 
services. 

6.  Programmatic  restructuring  should  not  eliminate  local  involvement  through 
use  of  constituent  committees.  If  anything,  centralization  increases  the  need  for 
local  input  from  ASC  committees.  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  district  committees, 
Farmers  Home  Administration  committees  and  others  to  make  sure  that  the  pro- 
grams are  adapted  to  conditions  within  the  service  area.  We  have  not  heard  how 
the  new  structure  would  affect  the  role  of  such  committees,  but  AFBF  strongly  be- 
lieves that  they  must  continue  to  perform  their  valuable  functions. 

7.  Merging  agencies  will  not  eliminate  the  need  for  specialized  technical  re- 
sources that  have  been  previously  concentrated  in  a  single  agency.  Farmers  will  con- 
tinue to  need  the  advice  and  expertise  of  soil  conservationists,  extension  specialists 
and  other  technical  advisors,  regardless  of  what  agency  provides  these  services.  We 
do  not  beUeve  that  the  knowledge  base  of  specialists  should  be  diminished  through 
requirements  that  they  become  generalists  in  order  to  reflect  the  multiple  dis- 
ciplines encompassed  by  merging  several  agencies.  With  this  is  mind,  we  were 
pleased  that  the  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  will  continue  to  provide 
valuable  technical  support  that  has  been  the  main  objective  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service. 

8.  Farm  Bureau  will  not  support  the  shifting  of  responsibilities  currently  being 
carried  out  by  a  USDA  agency  to  another  department  as  a  consequence  of  the  USDA 
reorganization.  Many  farmers  fear  that  other  departments  or  agencies  may  attempt 
to  take  over  programs  that  USDA  is  currently  providing.  The  recommendation  to 
move  the  Food  Safety  Inspection  Service  to  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration 
should  be  rejected. 

9.  Farmers  believe  that  the  Extension  Service  should  remain  closely  involved 
with  the  research  and  land-grant  university  system.  The  mission  of  the  Extension 
Service  is  to  deliver  research  in  a  practical  form  to  farmers  and  ranchers.  That  goal 
must  be  maintained.  As  competitive  forces  demand  that  successftil  farm  operators 
employ  emerging  technology  and  new  production  practices,  conservation  techniques 
and  marketing  strategies,  we  cannot  anord  to  have  the  Extension  Service  programs 
fail  to  deliver  practical  applied  research  to  farmers  who  will  need  that  information 
to  remain  competitive. 

10.  We  support  the  creation  of  a  National  Appeals  Division.  We  believe  that  its 
functions  should  be  extended  to  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  determina- 
tions, such  as  wetlands  delineations  and  conservation  compliance,  in  order  to  pro- 
vide farmers  with  an  impartial  recourse  in  such  cases. 

11.  We  do  not  support  merging  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration  and 
the  Federal  Grain  Inspection  Service.  Industry  conditions  are  substantially  different 
and  these  agencies  perform  uniquely  separate  functions  that  would  not  permit  an 
easy  transition  through  merger  into  a  single  agency.  We  are  especially  concerned 
with  the  concentration  that  has  occurred  in  the  meat  packing  industry  and  believe 
that  any  action  that  would  diminish  the  Packers  and  Stockyard  Administration's  au- 
thority could  compromise  its  ability  to  closely  monitor  the  industry  at  a  critical  time. 
Changes  taking  place  in  the  livestock  and  meat  industry  have  increased  the  need 
for  a  strong  and  visible  P&S  to  retain  a  competitive  marketing  climate. 

Farm  Bureau  commends  Secretary  Espy  for  the  proposal  that  he  has  developed 
in  restructuring  USDA.  The  information  provided  thus  far  articulates  appropriate 
objectives  and  the  plan  makes  sense  on  paper.  However,  the  true  test  will  come  in 
the  implementation  of  whatever  plan  emerges  from  the  process  in  which  the  admin- 
istration and  Congress  will  create  a  new  Department  of  Agriculture.  For  farmers, 
the  effects  will  be  judged  not  by  the  lines  and  boxes  on  the  organizational  chart, 
but  by  how  they  are  treated  by  the  agencies  created  to  implement  national  agricul- 
tural policies  and  serve  their  needs.  Farmers  are  justifiably  concerned  that  any  loss 
of  current  services  or  programs  in  this  transition  are  likely  to  be  permanent,  be- 
cause the  budget  and  political  dynamics  will  prevent  the  restoration  of  programs 
that  are  lost  in  this  process.  Farm  Bureau  and  our  members  embrace  the  changes 
that  should  be  made,  but  because  the  stakes  are  high,  we  urge  that  caution  and 
judgment  must  be  exercised  in  reshaping  USDA. 
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We  look  forward  to  continuing  to  work  with  this  committee  and  interested  mem- 
bers of  Congress  and  the  admimstration  in  achieving  improvements  in  the  efficiency 
of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  this  hearing. 


Bob  Odom,  President,  National  Association  of  State  Departments  of 

Agriculture 

Good  morning  Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  committee.  I  am  Bob  Odom, 
Commissioner  of  the  Louisiana  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Forestry  and  Presi- 
dent of  the  National  Association  of  State  Departments  of  Agriculture — NASDA.  I 
want  to  thank  you  for  allowing  me  the  opportunity  to  speak  in  support  of  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  Mike  Espy's  reorganization  plan  for  USDA.  Today  I  am  speaking  on 
behalf  of  all  the  members  of  NASDA.  As  you  know,  NASDA  is  a  nonprofit,  non- 
partisan association  of  public  officials  representing  the  Commissioners,  Secretaries 
and  Directors  of  the  fifty  States  and  four  territories. 

NASDA  had  the  honor  of  hosting  Secretary  Espy  at  our  annual  meeting  in  New 
Hampshire  3  weeks  ago  and  hearing  from  him  about  the  administration's  plan  for 
reorganization  of  USDA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  here  on  behalf  of  the  entire  member- 
ship of  NASDA  to  express  our  support  for  the  administration's  plan  for  reorganiza- 
tion of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture.  Following  Mr.  Espy's  discussion  of  the 
plan  our  membership  unanimously  passed  a  resolution  that  states:  The  National  As- 
sociation of  State  Departments  of  Agriculture  supports,  in  principle,  the  reorganiza- 
tion of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  to  meet  the  goals  of  improving  the  deliv- 
ery of  USDA  services  as  outlined  oy  Secretary  Espy. 

NASDA  further  supports  and  welcomes  Secretary  Espy's  pledge  to  work  with  each 
State  department  of  agriculture  and  to  work  cooperatively  with  the  people  in  the 
States  to  facilitate  the  creation  of  one-stop  farmer  service  centers.  The  National  As- 
sociation of  State  Departments  of  Agriculture's  members  pledged  to  support  Mr. 
Espy,  regardless  of  which  party  they  ofiicially  represent  in  their  home  State. 

NASDA  believes  that  in  this  time  of  economic  uncertainty,  all  Government  agen- 
cies must  involve  themselves  in  strategic  planning  for  the  future.  USDA  is  a  very 
complex  organization  which  will  require  very  careful  consideration  of  any  changes. 
State  departments  of  a^culture  interact  with  many  USDA  agencies  for  data,  policy 
guidance,  service,  trainmg,  chemistry  analysis,  plant  and  animal  quarantines,  meat 
and  poultry  inspection  programs,  water  issues,  and  in  many  other  ways  that  are  im- 
portant to  the  economies  of  the  States. 

We,  and  the  constituents  that  we  serve,  want,  need  and  use  USDA  services.  We, 
the  States,  also  provide  USDA  many  services  under  cooperative  agreements  and 
contracts.  In  addressing  this  issue  of  reorganization  of  USDA,  I  ask  you  to  consider 
these  primary  points: 

•  The  reorganization  will  result  in  a  more  efficient  operation  and  improved  serv- 
ices to  the  agriculture  industry  as  well  as  saving  tax  dollars. 

•  The  reorganization  wUl  retain  a  mission  that  includes  leadership  on  environ- 
mental issues  and  cooperation  with  the  local  and  State  partnerships. 

•  Creation  of  a  one-stop  farmer  agency  will  improve  coordination  and  sharing  of 
data  between  all  local.  State  and  Federal  agencies  involved  in  conservation  pro- 
grams. 

•  Technical  leadership  will  continue  to  be  a  priority  in  any  one-stop  agency.  The 
technical  expertise  existing  in  the  agencies  will  not  be  jeopardized  in  the  move  to 
reduce  dollars  or  numbers  of  stafi". 

•  Agriculture  is  more  and  more  a  global  industry.  American  producers  are  capa- 
ble of  clothing  and  feeding  an  ever  growing  segment  of  the  world's  people.  In  order 
to  do  this  we  must  continue  to  have  fair  and  open  access  to  world  markets  and  pro- 
grams that  allow  our  producers  to  overcome  trade  barriers.  Creation  of  a  new  Farm 
and  International  Trade  Services  agency  will  result  in  continued  and  improved  ef- 
forts to  create  new,  and  open  existing,  world  markets  for  agriculture. 

•  The  rural  community  is  the  backbone  of  the  Nation  which  not  only  includes 
production  agriculture  but  also  provides  the  goods,  services,  and  added-value  indus- 
tries that  make  it  possible  for  America's  citizens  to  enjoy  the  most  abundant,  safest 
and  cheapest  food  in  the  world.  The  emphasis  Secretary  Espy  has  placed  on  the 
need  for  rural  development  is  a  positive  move  for  USDA. 

Mr.  Chairman  let  me  express  again  that  the  National  Association  of  State  Depart- 
ments of  Agriculture  unanimously  supports  the  administration's  plans  for  the  reor- 
ganization of  USDA  and  the  State  departments  of  agriculture  are  ready  and  anxious 
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to  cooperate  with  you  and  Secretary  Espy  to  ensure  that  changes  will  result  in  a 
cooperative  and  productive  partnership  between  the  States  and  USDA. 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  allowing  me  this  opportunity  to  express  our  support 
for  the  administration's  plans  to  create  a  more  streamlined  and  revitalized  USDA. 
I  wiU  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions. 


National  Association  of  Conservation  Districts 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  my  name  is  Ernest  Shea  and  I  am 
the  Executive  Vice  President  of  the  National  Association  of  Conservation  Districts 
(NACD).  I  am  here  today  on  behalf  of  NACD  and  the  National  Association  of  State 
Conservation  Agencies  (NASCA)  to  present  our  views  and  recommendations  regard- 
ingthe  reorganization  of  USDA. 

The  National  Association  of  Conservation  Districts  (NACD)  represents  nearly 
3,000  local  conservation  districts  across  the  United  States  and  its  territories,  and 
more  than  15,000  men  and  women  who  serve  without  pay  on  their  governing 
boards.  Conservation  districts  are  independent,  special  purpose  units  of  State  gov- 
ernment that  coordinate  and  carry  out  comprehensive  natural  resource  management 
programs  that  address  such  issues  as  forest  and  rangeland  management,  wetland 
protection  and  enhancement,  agricultural  and  urban  erosion  and  sediment  control, 
wildlife  habitat  management  and  nonpoint  source  pollution  abatement. 

The  National  Association  of  State  Conservation  Agencies  (NASCA)  represents  the 
54  State  and  territorial  government  agencies  that  are  responsible  for  administering 
State  or  territorial  soil  and  water  conservation  programs  and  coordinating  with  the 
conservation  districts,  USDA  and  other  local  and  federal  partners  within  tneir  juris- 
diction. 

For  more  than  50  years,  conservation  districts.  State  conservation  agencies  and 
USDA  have  been  jointly  implementing  Federal,  State  and  local  programs  designed 
to  help  private  landowners  and  landusers  correct  natural  resource  management 
problems.  This  partnership,  which  is  guided  by  formal  memorandums  of  under- 
standing with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  provides  a  unique  and  highly  effective 
delivery  system  through  which  all  levels  of  Government  work  to  provide  conserva- 
tion and  natural  resource  management  assistance  to  landusers.  Toaay  this  conserva- 
tion partnership  provides  technical  and  other  assistance  to  over  2V'2  million  coopera- 
tors  who  manage  nearly  800  million  acres  of  privately  owned  land. 

NACD  and  NASCA  ftiUy  support  efforts  to  reorganize  USDA  to  make  its  oper- 
ations more  efficient  and  cost  effective.  Initiatives  designed  to  streamline  the  De- 
partment, eliminate  waste,  reduce  costs  and  improve  coordination  and  teamwork 
among  local.  State,  Federal  and  private-sector  partners  are  long  overdue. 

We  congratulate  Secretary  Mike  Espy  on  his  reorganization  efforts  thus  far.  To 
date,  these  efforts  have  focused  primarily  on  reorganizing  USDA's  national  head- 
quarters in  Washington.  USDA's  State  and  local  partners  believe  that  reorganiza- 
tion must  elevate  the  priority  of  conservation  and  environmental  programs  within 
the  Department  as  the  Secretary  has  proposed.  This  can  best  be  accomplished 
through  the  creation  of  a  new  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  whose  mis- 
sion is  focused  exclusively  on  natural  resource  management  issues. 

This  proposal  would  not  only  improve  efficiency  in  the  Department,  but  it  would 
also  send  a  strong  message  to  the  American  public  that  USDA  is  serious  about  ful- 
filling its  conservation  responsibilities.  Failure  to  do  so  would  not  only  invite  contin- 
ued questioning  over  the  Department's  role  in  the  area  of  environmental  protection, 
but  it  could  also  prepare  the  way  for  the  wholesale  transfer  of  USDA's  county-based 
conservation  delivery  system  to  the  soon-to-be-established  Department  of  the  Envi- 
ronment. 

America's  conservation  districts  and  State  conservation  agencies  strongly  support 
the  integration  of  all  technical  assistance  and  conservation  cost-share  programs 
within  the  new  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service.  By  having  one  agency 
manage  conservation  financial  incentives,  resource  assessment,  and  technical  assist- 
ance programs,  we  are  convinced  that  conservation  assistance  can  be  delivered  more 
efficiently  and  effectively.  From  a  customer  service  standpoint,  we  are  also  con- 
vinced that  this  arrangement  will  be  far  superior  to  the  current  system  USDA  is 
using  to  deliver  conservation  assistance  to  landusers.  As  we  move  towards  manag- 
ing natural  resources  on  an  ecosystem  basis,  this  combination  will  also  enhance  our 
ability  develop  and  implement  comprehensive  natural  resource  management  plans. 

Concerning  field  oflice  reorganization,  we  agree  that  the  creation  of  USDA  Service 
Centers  provides  a  number  of  benefits,  such  as  the  efficiency  and  cost  savings  of  col- 
location and  shared  resources  and  convenience  of  "one-stop  shopping"  for  customers. 
We  are  concerned,  however,  over  the  impact  that  the  closing  more  than  360  SCS 
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field  offices  will  have  on  the  conservation  districts  that  housed  those  offices.  In 
many  cases,  the  withdrawal  of  SCS  staff"  and  funding  assistance  could  make  the  cru- 
cial difference  between  a  viable,  functioning  entity  and  the  virtual  disappearance  of 
a  conservation  district  that  has  little  or  no  funding  support  from  other  sources.  We 
urge  the  Secretary  to  fuUy  evaluate  the  impact  that  his  reorganization  initiatives 
wiU  have  on  USDA's  partners,  so  that  our  joint  efforts  to  provide  natural  resource 
management  leadership  and  assistance  to  local  communities  will  not  be  negatively 
affected. 

There  are  stiU  many  unanswered  questions  about  the  details  of  closing  field  of- 
fices and  opening  service  centers.  For  this  plan  to  work,  however,  the  following  com- 
ponents must  be  included: 

•  USDA's  natural  resource  agency  must  maintain  an  adequate  level  of  service  in 
areas  where  there  is  conservation  work  to  be  done,  regardless  of  whether  a  service 
center  is  located  there; 

•  The  reorganization  must  result  in  a  major  redirection  of  additional  USDA  re- 
sources to  the  field  level,  where  USDA's  customers  are;  and, 

•  As  USDA  moves  ahead  to  implement  this  plan,  it  must  ensure  that  local  con- 
servation districts,  State  conservation  agencies  and  other  stakeholders  are  part  of 
the  process.  To  accomplish  this,  USDA,  State  and  local  partners  should  be  at  the 
table  when  State  Food  and  Agriculture  Councils  meet  to  work  out  the  plans  for  their 
States. 

If  these  concerns  are  addressed,  we  are  optimistic  that  the  Secretary's  reorganiza- 
tion effort  will  result  in  a  streamlined,  customer-focused  delivery  system  of  technical 
and  financial  assistance  to  landowners  and  landusers  that  will  provide  better  serv- 
ice to  more  customers.  USDA's  conservation  partners  are  prepared  to  assist  in  that 
effort. 

The  following  is  a  white  paper  on  reorganization  that  was  prepared  earlier  this 
year  by  NACD,  NASCA  and  the  American  Farmland  Trust.  We  hope  our  rec- 
ommendations will  be  helpful  in  your  efforts  to  strengthen  and  improve  the  deliveiy 
of  services  through  USDA. 

A  Proposal  to  Restructure  the  USDA  Delivery  System,  to  Meet  Natural 

Resovirce  Needs 

Introduction 

Concerns  have  been  raised  about  the  efficiency  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agri- 
culture (USDA)  and  the  ability  of  its  delivery  system  to  meet  customer  needs  and 
expectations.  Some  principal  concerns  include:  delays  in  providing  services;  need  for 
customers  to  visit  two  or  more  separately  located  offices  for  services;  incompatible 
computer  systems;  too  many  field  offices;  unnecessary  overhead  and  duplication  of 
records;  the  proliferation  and  complexity  of  programs;  and  inconsistent  and  conflict- 
ing policies. 

Background 

USDA's  field  delivery  system,  working  with  conservation  districts  and  State  con- 
servation agencies,  is  an  essential  component  in  providing  land  managers  with  tech- 
nical assistance  to  meet  the  demands  of  our  increasing  conservation  and  natural  re- 
source management  needs.  Both  by  legislation  and  by  agreement  between  USDA 
and  States,  conservation  districts  and  State  conservation  agencies  advise  and  work 
with  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  (SCS)  and  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Con- 
servation Service  (ASCS)  county  committees  which  advise  ASCS. 

There  is  tremendous  diversity  in  the  missions  of  these  different  agencies.  SCS, 
working  with  their  State  and  local  conservation  partners,  focuses  on  providing  tech- 
nical assistance  to  farmers,  ranchers  and  other  land  managers  in  meeting  their  nat- 
ural resource  management  needs.  This  assistance  is  essential  in  maintaining  a  pro- 
ductive and  sustainable  agricultural  system  while  at  the  same  time  ensuring  a 
healthy  and  balanced  natural  resource  base.  On  the  other  hand,  the  programs  of 
ASCS  and  other  financial  services  agencies  such  as  the  Farmer's  Home  Administra- 
tion and  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation,  are  designed  to  ensure  the  eco- 
nomic stability  of  American  agriculture  through  production  adjustment,  marketing 
and  insurance  programs  to  protect  against  crop  and  other  losses.  Both  of  these  mis- 
sions— resource  protection  and  financial  protection — are  necessary  to  guarantee  that 
America  retains  its  world  leadership  in  agriculture.  It  is  essential,  however,  that 
these  distinct  missions  retain  their  separate  identities  so  that  neither  is  neglected 
or  diluted. 

Throughout  their  nearly  60-year  history,  conservation  districts  and  State  con- 
servation agencies  have  workea  cooperatively  with  SCS  in  delivering  conservation 
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technical  assistance  to  local  farmers,  ranchers  and  other  land  managers.  As  a  result 
of  this  arrangement,  districts,  State  conservation  agencies  and  SCS  have  developed 
a  true  partnership — sharing  many  resources  and  pursuing  a  common  goal.  Today, 
State  and  local  governments  channel  nearly  $700  million  into  the  effort,  supporting 
some  7,000  district  employees  and  a  variety  of  cost-share  and  other  programs. 

It  is  essential  that  USUA's  conservation  and  natural  resource  management  pro- 
grams be  maintained  and,  indeed,  strengthened  to  maintain  this  vital  partnership 
and  help  meet  the  Nation's  growing  demands  for  sound  natural  resource  manage- 
ment and  environmental  protection  efforts.  The  following  proposal  outlines  a  plan 
for  reorganizing  USDA's  program  delivery  system  at  the  national  and  field  office 
level  wMle  maintaining  and  strengthening  its  environmental  and  natural  resource 
management  functions.  At  the  same  time,  it  will  enhance  the  nearly  60-year  con- 
servation partnership  between  Federal,  State  and  local  government. 

Guiding  Principles 

The  following  basic  principles  should  be  considered  in  any  USDA  reorganization 
plan: 

•  USDA  should  elevate  the  priority  of  conservation  and  natural  resource  manage- 
ment programs  within  the  Department. 

•  USDA  should  realize  cost  efficiencies  that  could  be  obtained  through  colloca- 
tion, shared  data  systems,  shared  vehicles  and  shared  support  staff,  where  feasible. 

•  AU  USDA  natural  resource  management  programs  should  be  overseen  by  a  sin- 
gle Under  Secretary. 

•  A  single  natural  resource  agency  should  encompass  all  USDA  natural  resource 
management  functions,  except  those  of  the  Forest  Service. 

•  Production  adjustment  and  loan  programs  should  be  consistent  with  natural  re- 
source management  programs. 

•  USDA  must  recognize  and  utilize  the  resources  and  authorities  of  other  Fed- 
eral, State  and  local  conservation  agencies. 

•  USDA  should  expand  the  use  of  incentive-based  approaches  to  natural  resource 
management. 

Proposal 

While  it  is  crucial  that  the  agencies  involved  retain  their  separate  and  distinct 
missions  and  identities,  there  are  areas  where  substantial  savings  and  efficiencies 
could  be  realized  through  sharing  certain  administrative  and  management  func- 
tions. Delivery  of  conservation  technical  assistance,  like  the  delivery  of  financial  as- 
sistance, however,  requires  that  these  functions  be  carried  out  by  specially  trained 
and  certified  professionals. 

There  are  currently  more  than  9,000  USDA  field  offices  for  ASCS,  SCS,  FmHA 
and  FCIC.  This  proposal  recommends  a  substantial  reduction  in  USDA  field  offices, 
yet  is  designed  to  maintain  or  improve  service  to  USDA  customers.  In  most  cases 
SCS,  ASCS  and  FmHA  field  offices  will  be  consolidated  into  a  single  USDA  field 
office  where  the  degree  of  agency  presence  in  any  given  office  will  be  based  on  the 
workload  and  the  necessary  technical  expertise.  However,  flexibility  will  be  retained 
to  adapt  to  the  variety  of  different  local  agricultural,  natural  resource  and  environ- 
mental conditions.  This  will  assure  the  most  cost-eftective  and  efficient  delivery  of 
USDA  programs  with  a  focus  on  improving  services.  It  will  also  provide  substantial 
streamlining  and  improvement  in  public  perception  of  USDA  services,  reduction  in 
overhead  costs  and  paperwork.  Conservation  districts  and  ASC  county  committees 
will  continue  to  function  in  their  traditional  roles. 

Under  this  proposal,  which  should  be  implemented  over  a  5-year  period,  the  func- 
tions of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  and  other  natural  resource  management  pro- 
grams, except  for  those  of  the  Forest  Service,  will  be  merged  into  a  single  natural 
resource  management  agency — the  Natural  Resource  Conservation  Service  (NRCS). 

The  following  activities  will  be  carried  out  by  the  NRCS  at  the  field  level: 

•  Administer  all  USDA  conservation  programs  (including  technical  approval  for 
financial  incentive  payments),  except  for  the  programs  of  the  Forest  Service. 

•  Provide  science-based,  on-site  technical  assistance  to  land  users. 

•  Collect,  analyze  and  interpret  natural  resources  data. 

•  Assure  compliance  with  USDA  conservation  program  requirements. 

•  Conduct  information  and  education  activities  related  to  conservation  programs. 

•  Administer  the  technical  facet  of  emergency  and  disaster  assistance. 
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•  Measure  elTectiveness  of  USDA  natural  resources  and  conservation  programs. 

•  Assist  land  users  in  complying  with  environmental  regulations. 

The  functions  of  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service  (ASCS), 
the  Farmer's  Home  Administration  (FmHA)  and  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Cor- 
poration (FCIC)  will  be  merged  into  a  single  financial  services  agency — the  Agricul- 
tural Financial  Service  (AFS). 

Principal  functions  of  the  AFS  could  include: 

•  Administer  production  adjustment  programs. 

•  Administer  agricultural  loan  programs. 

•  Administer  Federal  crop  insurance  programs. 

•  Disburse  cost-share  and  easement  payments. 

•  Administer  international  programs. 

Administration  of  Financial  Incentives  Programs — Conservation  cost-share  pro- 
grams will  be  administered  by  the  NRCS  agency  and  will  be  patterned  after  the 
Forest  Service's  Stewardship  Incentive  Program  (SIP).  The  NRCS  agency  will  per- 
form all  technical  functions  and  approval  of  financial  incentive  payments.  The  AFS 
agency  will  handle  all  funds  and  disburse  incentive  payments  to  program  partici- 
pants. 

The  Field  Office — One  USDA  full  service  field  office  housing  both  the  new  NRCS 
agency  and  the  new  AFS  agency  will  be  created.  The  NRCS  agency  will  administer 
all  USDA  conservation  programs,  except  for  Forest  Service  programs,  and  the  AFS 
agency  will  administer  all  other  USDA  farm  financial  programs.  Each  will  have  re- 
assigned, streamlined  functions  with  fuU  integration  and  sharing  of  data,  computer 
systems  and  office  equipment.  Where  practical,  field  office  support  staff  will  be 
cross-trained  to  assume  certain  administrative  responsibilities  for  both  agencies. 

This  reorganization  proposal  retains  flexibility  for  State-level  agency  administra- 
tors to  determine  the  details  of  local  field  office  administration.  In  cooperation  with 
State  Partnership  Councils,i2  these  agency  heads  will  make  joint  decisions  to  deter- 
mine the  lead  management  authority  at  the  field  office  level.  Flexibility  also  is  need- 
ed to  retain  other  unique,  successful  field  office  arrangements  that  are  outside  the 
scope  of  this  proposal. 

The  State  Office — To  the  extent  possible  and  feasible.  State-level  USDA  agency  of- 
fices should  be  collocated  in  order  to  facilitate  the  integration  and  sharing  of  data, 
computer  systems  and  office  equipment.  As  with  field  offices,  however,  ilexibility 
should  be  permitted  to  retain  unique  and  successful  office  arrangements  that  are 
outside  the  scope  of  this  proposal.  Where  practical,  some  administrative  staff  wiU 
be  cross-trained  to  assume  interagency  support  responsibilities.  Where  geographi- 
cally feasible,  the  consolidation  of  some  administrative  functions  into  regional  offices 
also  should  be  considered. 

The  National  Office — The  State  NRCS  director  will  be  responsible  to  the  Chief  of 
the  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  who  will  report  directly  to  the  Under 
Secretary  for  Natural  Resources  and  the  Environment.  The  State  AFS  Director  will 
be  responsible  to  the  Agricultural  Financial  Services  administrator  who  will  report 
directly  to  the  Under  Secretary  for  Agricultural  Services  and  International  Affairs. 

Appeals — At  the  field  office  level,  appeals  will  be  handled  through  an  alternative 
dispute  resolution  process.  At  the  State  level,  an  Interagency  Appeals  Board  will  be 
established.  This  IJoard  will  be  comprised  of  the  various  stake  nolders  (e.g.,  agency 
representatives,  farm  group  representatives,  conservation  organization  representa- 
tives, etc.).  At  the  national  level,  appeals  will  be  handled  by  an  Appeals  Division, 
staffed  by  either  the  NRCS  or  the  AFS.  Final  decisionmaking  authority  is  vested 
in  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

The  following  page  suggests  an  organizational  chart  for  this  proposal. 


12  State  Partnership  Councils  are  being  formed  around  the  country.  They  consist  of  the  major 
stake  holders  in  a  State's  conservation,  natural  resource  management  and  agricultural  interests, 
including  State-level  USDA  agencies. 
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International  Association  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  Agencies 

The  Association  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  submit  a  statement  for  the  record 
commenting  on  the  administration's  proposal  to  reorganize  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture.  Many  of  the  conservation  programs  administered  by  the  agencies  of  the 
USDA,  especially  the  Forest  Service,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  and  the  Agricultural 
Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service,  influence  fish  and  wildlife  resources  and 
their  habitats,  and  are  advanced  cooperatively  with  the  State  fish  and  wildlife  agen- 
cies. The  States  have  statutory  responsibility  for  fish  and  wildlife,  and  are  thus  key 
and  necessary  players  in  assisting  landowners,  including  farmers  and  ranchers,  in 
natural  resource  stewardship  of  their  lands. 

The  IntemationsJ  Association  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  Agencies,  founded  in  1902,  is 
a  quasi-governmental  organization  of  public  agencies  charged  with  the  protection 
and  management  of  North  America's  fish  and  wildlife  resources.  The  Association's 
governmental  members  include  the  fish  and  wildlife  agencies  of  the  States,  prov- 
inces, and  Federal  governments  of  the  United  States,  Canada,  and  Mexico.  All  50 
States  are  members.  The  Association  has  been  a  key  organization  in  promoting 
sound  resource  management  and  strengthening  Federal,  State,  and  private  coopera- 
tion in  protecting  and  managing  fish  and  wildlife  and  their  habitats  in  the  public 
interest. 

The  Association  would  like  to  recognize  the  efforts  and  concerns  of  many  people, 
including  Secretary  Espy,  Senator  Leahy  and  Senator  Lugar,  and  other  members  of 
this  committee,  in  crafting  a  Department  reorganization  proposal  serving  the  Amer- 
ican people  consistent  with  the  objectives  of  the  President's  National  Performance 
Review  on  Reinventing  Government,  led  by  Vice  President  Gore.  We  fully  agree  with 
the  principles  established  by  Secretary  Espy  for  the  USDA  restructuring;  that  is, 
the  new  structure  must  improve  the  delivery  of  service  to  its  customers;  it  must  re- 
main consistent  with  the  mandated  missions  of  the  Department;  it  should  make  the 
Department  a  better  place  for  employees;  and,  the  new  structure  must  save  the  tax- 
payer's money.  We  concur  that  a  USDA  reorganized  around  these  principles  can 
both  better  meet  its  objectives  and  mandates,  and  serve  the  citizens  of  this  country. 
We  submit  more  specific  comments  on  the  restructured  conservation  programs  of 
USDA  later  in  this  statement. 

It  is  vitally  important  that  the  partnership  between  the  USDA  and  State  agen- 
cies, such  as  the  State  fish  and  wildlife  agencies,  in  delivering  conservation  pro- 
grams to  the  agricultural  landowner  be  retained  and  enhanced  in  any  USDA  reorga- 
nization. State  fish  and  wildlife  agencies  have  legal  responsibility  for  the  conserva- 
tion of  resident  fish  and  wildlife  and  share  responsibility  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  for  migratory  birds,  and  threatened  and  endangered  species.  State 
fish  and  wildlife  agencies  have  a  long  history  of  providing  technical  assistance  to 
agricultural  landowners  to  help  them  meet  conservation  objectives  while  also  ensur- 
ing the  production  of  commodities. 

The  State  fish  and  wildlife  agencies  (and  State  forestry  agencies)  work  closely 
with  the  SCS,  ASCS,  and  the  USFS  to  assist  in  the  delivery  of  the  conservation  pro- 
grams of  these  agencies  to  the  agricultural  landowners.  The  conservation  provisions 
of  the  1985  Food  Security  Act,  and  the  1990  Food,  Agriculture,  Conservation  and 
Trade  Act,  have  tremendous  quantifiable  impacts  on  natural  resources,  and  yield 
substantial  public  as  well  as  private  benefits.  As  you  are  aware,  the  Association  has 
been  a  longtime  advocate  for  adequate  agency  appropriations  for  programs  such  as 
the  Wetland  Reserve  Program,  Conservation  Reserve  Program,  Agricultural  Con- 
servation Program,  Acreage  Conservation  Reserve,  and  the  multiyear  set-aside  cost 
share  provisions  of  the  1990  FACT  Act. 

Because  of  their  legal  responsibilities  and  expertise,  the  State  fish  and  wildlife 
agencies  can  and  often  do  provide  fish  and  wildlife  conservation  recommendations 
for  these  programs.  Because  of  the  location  of  oflices  and  availability  of  staff,  the 
State  fish  and  wildlife  agencies  work  closely  with  their  colleagues  in  the  respective 
Federal  agencies  on  the  delivery  of  comprehensive  conservation  plans  under  these 
Federal  programs.  Any  restructuring  of  USDA  should  seek  to  enhance  the  relation- 
ship between  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. 

We  would  now  turn  to  the  subject  of  the  overall  reorganization  of  the  USDA  as 
it  relates  to  the  natural  resource  conservation  programs.  We  support  the  proposed 
reorganization  and  are  particularly  pleased  with  the  focus  it  provides  for  the  in- 
creasingly essential  natural  resources  and  environment  mission  of  the  Department. 
Placing  an  enlarged  SCS,  the  Forest  Service  and  the  Office  of  Agricultural  Environ- 
mental Quality  under  an  Assistant  Secretary  of  Natural  Resources  and  Environ- 
ment will  provide  for  a  focal  point  within  the  USDA  for  increasingly  important  nat- 
ural resource  and  environmental  programs  of  the  USDA. 
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The  Association  was  concerned  about  earlier  draft  proposals  which  would  have 
consolidated  an  agency  with  largely  financial  assistance  responsibilities  (FmHA  and 
ASCS)  with  those  delivering  technical  assistance  for  natural  resources  conservation 
and  environmental  protection  (SCS)  to  agricultural  landowners.  Making  an  enlarged 
SCS  which  focuses  on  technical  assistance  for  natural  resources  and  environmental 
protection  is  critical  to  the  success  of  the  reorganization  effort.  SCS  is  uniquely 
structured  to  bring  needed  technical  and  monitoring  capabilities  to  the  new  agency. 
With  highly  trained  field  personnel  and  comprehensive  production  and  photographic 
records,  SCS  is  able  to  provide  timely,  credible  resource  data  and  analysis.  We  are 
pleased  to  see  that  the  administration's  proposal  would  transfer  the  conservation 
cost  share  programs  of  ASCS  to  a  newly  constituted  conservation  agency.  We  also 
note  that  an  internal  review  of  streamlining  the  Forest  Service  is  still  underway, 
but  that  current  programs  such  as  research,  management  of  National  Forest,  State 
and  Private  Cooperative  Programs,  and  International  Forestry  will  remain  with  the 
Forest  Service.  We  support  that  decision  and  reserve  comment  on  streamlining  ef- 
forts for  the  Forest  Service,  as  well  as  on  closure  of  field  offices  of  USDA  until  that 
information  is  available. 

We  note  that  legislation  reflecting  the  administration's  proposal  (H.R.  3171)  al- 
lows Secretary  Espy  to  conduct  his  reorganization  in  a  manner  which  is  conducive 
to  streamlining  USDA.  We  recognize  that  there  is  no  time  limit  upon  a  reorganiza- 
tion effort.  In  fact,  reorganization  may  take  place  as  often  as  the  Secretary  believes 
necessary.  We  believe  some  kind  of  time  framework  as  weU  as  some  type  of  organi- 
zational framework  would  be  in  order.  This  would  assure  that  the  reorganization 
is  conducted  in  a  timely  manner.  In  addition,  the  six  Assistant  Secretaries  should 
be  legislatively  committed  to  an  organizational  framework  to  ensure  the  efficient 
and  effective  operation  of  the  USDA.  We  are  simply  asking  that  any  legislation  au- 
thorizing reorganization  of  USDA  be  specific  to  and  comport  with  the  administra- 
tion's proposal,  as  described  by  Secretary  Espy. 

Earlier  this  year,  the  Association,  working  with  other  conservation  organizations, 
developed  a  set  of  working  principles  on  USDA  reorganization  which  is  attached  to 
this  statement. 

Our  principles  are  founded  in  the  following  premises: 

1.  Any  reorganization  of  the  Department  needs  to  retain  local  focus  to  promote 
good  natural  resource  stewardship.  Conservation  programs  must  be  elevated  to  a 
top  priority  within  the  Department. 

2.  Any  reorganization  of  the  Department  needs  to  strongly  consider  the  intended 
clients  and  customers  of  the  various  services  currently  being  provided;  it  should  be 
predicated  upon  a  user  approach  that  is  necessary  for  success. 

3.  Agencies  with  strong  technical  assistance  and  quasi-regulatory  roles  for  con- 
servation and  environmental  programs  would  better  serve  the  purposes  of  the  con- 
servation programs  and  the  producers  and  citizens  who  benefit  from  these  pro- 
grams, if  they  are  administered  separately  from  financial  assistance  and  production 
related  payment  programs. 

4.  Reorganization  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  must  provide  for  strong  con- 
sideration and  involvement  of  affected  local  and  State  governmental  units. 

5.  USDA  should  expand  the  use  of  incentive-based  approaches  to  natural  resource 
management. 

6.  Federal  and  State  agencies  in  other  departments  have  expertise  which  will  be 
essential  for  the  new  organization  to  function,  such  as  Department  of  Interior's  U.S. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  etc. 

You  can  read  in  the  attachment  the  organizational  structure  we  are  suggested  for 
a  USDA  Natural  Resources  and  Environment  organization  at  the  undersecretary 
level.  This  is  quite  similar  to  that  proposed  by  Secretary  Espy.  This  is  critical  as 
it  elevates  the  conservation  ethic  to  a  visible  and  important  level.  It  also  would 
stress  to  employees  of  USDA  the  importance  that  the  Secretary  places  on  conserva- 
tion. Further,  having  a  producer's  point  of  contact  with  natural  resources  organiza- 
tion stresses  conservation  and  USDA's  commitment  to  a  land  ethic.  The  Association 
would  be  pleased  to  continue  a  dialogue  with  you  on  this  subject  at  your  conven- 
ience. 

PROPOSED  PRINCIPLES  FOR  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  RE- 
ORGANIZATION PROPOSED  FOR  NATURAL  RESOURCES  WORKING 
GROUP 

The  Natural  Resources  Working  Group  supports  a  cost-effective  and  efficient  orga- 
nization that  helps  achieve  the  mission  of  USDA.  Further,  the  group  supports  a  col- 
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laborative  process  (agency  and  public  input)  to  identify  the  mission  of  USDA  and 
how  it  is  to  be  achieved  organizationally.  Specifically: 

1.  Any  reoi^anization  of  the  Department  needs  to  retain  local  focus  to  promote 
good  natural  resource  stewardship.  Conservation  programs  must  be  elevated  to  a 
top  priority  within  the  Department. 

2.  Any  reorganization  of  the  Department  needs  to  strongly  consider  the  intended 
clients  and  customers  of  the  various  services  currently  being  provided;  it  should  be 
predicated  upon  a  user  approach  that  is  necessary  for  success. 

3.  Agencies  with  strong  technical  assistance  and  quasi-regulatory  roles  for  con- 
servation and  environmental  programs  would  better  serve  the  purposes  of  the  con- 
servation programs  and  the  producers  and  citizens  who  benefit  from  these  pro- 
grams, if  they  are  administered  separately  from  financial  assistance  and  production- 
related  payment. 

4.  Reorganization  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  must  provide  for  strong  con- 
sideration and  involvement  of  affected  local  and  State  governmental  units.  tJSDA 
must  recognize  and  utilize  the  resources  and  authorities  of  other  Federal,  State  and 
local  conservation  agencies.  The  value  of  cooperative  arrangements  such  as  Con- 
servation Districts,  State  Foresters,  and  State  Fish  and  Wildlife  Agencies  for  deliv- 
ery of  conservation  programs  should  be  reco^ized  in  any  reorganization. 

5.  USDA  should  expand  the  use  of  incentive-based  approaches  to  natural  resource 
management. 

6.  USDA  agencies  should  not  be  further  politicized — especially  professional  career 
agencies  such  as  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  and  U.S.  Forest  Service. 

7.  Other  Federal  and  State  agencies  in  other  departments  have  expertise  which 
will  be  essential  for  the  new  organization  to  function,  such  as  Department  of  Interi- 
or's U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  etc. 

8.  U.S.  Forest  Service  should  be  left  intact  and  remain  within  USDA;  components 
such  as  State  and  private  cooperative  forestry  programs  should  remain  independent 
of  National  Forest  System  programs. 

9.  Seek  opportunities  to  improve  the  effectiveness  of  USDA  services  to  its  cus- 
tomers. These  changes  ought  to  be  made  consistent  with  the  mission  of  USDA 
through  a  public  input  process. 

PROPOSED  PLAN  FOR  REORGANIZATION  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF 

AGRICULTURE 

One  possible  configuration  suggested  by  some  Natural  Resource  Working  Group 
members  is  presented  below. 

Composition — The  Department  of  Agriculture's  conservation  and  environmental 
programs  should  be  clustered  under  a  Natural  Resources  and  Environmental  group- 
ing comprised  of: 

1.  The  Soil  Conservation  Service 

2.  The  Forest  Service 

3.  The  Agricultural  Research  Service 

4.  The  Cooperative  State  Research  Service 

5.  The  Extension  Service 

6.  The  ACP  and  other  conservation  cost  share  program  components  of  the  Agri- 
cultural Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 

7.  Wildlife  Damage  Control  Program 

Further,  the  Working  Group  proposed  an  undersecretarial  administration  ap- 
proach: 

Undersecretary  of  Agriculture  for  Natural  Resources  and  the  Environment,  ap- 
pointed from  civilian  life  by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of 
the  Senate. 

Duties — ^The  Undersecretary  of  Agriculture  for  Natural  Resources  and  the  Envi- 
ronment shall  have  jurisdictions  for  programs  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  re- 
lated to  natural  resources,  conservation  and  the  environment,  including  the  agencies 
noted  above. 


Communicating  for  Agriculture 

Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  committee,  I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to 
present  some  of  the  views  and  concerns  of  the  members  of  Communicating  for  Agri- 
culture on  issues  related  to  the  proposed  restructuring  and  reorganization  of  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture.  Communicating  for  Agriculture  is  a  20-year-old, 
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nonprofit,  rural  organization  whose  membership  is  made  up  of  farmers,  ranchers, 
and  small  agribusinesses  throughout  the  country. 

My  name  is  Wayne  Nelson.  I  operate  a  family  wheat  and  grain  farm  in  Winner, 
South  Dakota.  I  have  served  on  the  board  of  directors  of  Communicating  for  Agri- 
culture since  1985,  and  was  elected  president  of  CA  this  year. 

I  should  note  that,  at  the  request  of  Senator  Dorgan  and  the  Senate  Govern- 
mental Affairs  Committee,  I  testified  on  behalf  of  Communicating  for  Agriculture  on 
this  same  subject  before  that  committee  on  July  21,  1993.  The  testimony  we  are 
submitting  today  is  much  the  same  as  what  we  have  provided  earlier. 

Our  remarks  will  be  focused  primarily  on  issues  related  to  USDA  services  and 
programs  for  farmers  at  the  local  level.  But  let  me  emphasize  that  steps  you  are 
considering  to  reorganize  USDA  at  the  national  level  in  Washington  will  also  have 
a  critical  impact  on  how  effective  the  Department  is — in  both  working  with  produc- 
ers, and  in  protecting  the  quality  of  our  food  supply  system  for  consumers. 

Sometimes  it  seems  like  USDA  is  a  Government  agency  that  people  "love  to  hate." 
Columnists  and  critics  in  the  media  love  to  dig  up  their  editorial  fodder  from  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.  Farmers  love  to  compltiin  about  the  agency,  blaming  it 
for  practically  all  that's  wrong  with  the  rural  economy.  Yet  often,  tneir  real  concern 
is  they  wish  it  had  the  ability  to  do  more  than  it  can — to  perform  miracles  with  the 
weather  or  the  world  economy.  People  from  all  walks  of  life  like  to  shoot  at  the 
Goverment,  and  line  up  their  sights  on  the  Agriculture  Department  for  their  first 
shots.  Rarely  do  they  acknowledge  or  even  consider  the  purpose  and  challenges 
those  programs  have. 

People  lose  sight  of  the  tremendous  responsibility  and  role  USDA  has  for  our 
country.  USDA  is  the  agency  responsible  for  maintaining  food  quality;  and  monitor- 
ing, maintaining  and  protecting  tne  natural  resources  and  people  resources  involved 
in  the  production  and  delivery  of  food  and  fiber  for  hundreds  of  millions  of  people 
throughout  the  world.  In  that  light,  we  think  it  is  the  most  important  agency  in  the 
Federal  Government. 

The  reorganization  process  should  not  be  driven  simply  by  the  need  to  cut  spend- 
ing. We  need  to  focus  on  how  to  make  it  work  better,  and  do  so  more  cost  effectively. 
We  must  look  at  the  job  the  agencies  are  to  do,  and  make  sure; 

1.  They  are  equipped  with  the  resources  to  do  the  job  they  are  intended  to  do; 

2.  They  have  a  management  structure  that  ensures  people  with  the  proper  exper- 
tise are  in  charge;  and 

3.  That  their  rules,  regulations,  and  procedures  are  understandable — ^i.e.,  clear 
and  "do-able." 

Red  tape  should  not  prevent  programs  from  being  used  as  intended — be  it  con- 
servation, food  inspection  and  quality;  marketing  and  price  support  programs,  food 
aid,  disaster  aid,  tne  Forest  Service,  or  rural  development.  The  rules  and  commu- 
nications should  enable  programs  to  be  understood  and  used  by  the  people  and  firms 
they  are  to  serve.  Throughout  the  Department  there  are  programs  that  do  not  now 
meet  those  criteria. 

Let  me  shift  gears  and  focus  on  USDA  operations  with  farm  producers  at  the  local 
level. 

Need  for  Simplification — There  is  a  chronic  need  to  simplify  the  farms  programs. 
The  options,  the  records,  information  filing,  and  application  procedures  must  be 
made  simpler  and  more  understandable. 

We  hear  some  farmers  say,  in  all  seriousness,  that  they  have  to  spend  more  time 
these  days  on  record  keeping  and  paperwork  for  their  farm  than  tney  do  actually 
farming  it. 

— Farm  program  signup  procedures,  in  particular,  have  gotten  too  complex. 

— Disaster  relief  programs  also  have  paperwork  and  procedures  that  are  overwhelm- 
ing. The  basic  guidelines  and  eligibility  rules  arent  the  problem,  but  there  needs 
to  be  simpler  ways  to  apply  and  execute  the  programs  while  maintaining  account- 
ability. 

Some  of  this  complexity  came  about  with  the  1990  farm  bill  when  new  options 
and  added  "flexibility"  were  incorporated  into  the  farm  program.  Most  of  these  new 
options  were  positive,  but  they  have  to  be  understandable  for  farmers  to  make  use 
01  them.  There  are  instances  now  where  farmers  are  simply  not  participating  be- 
cause the  red  tape  and  program  rules  are  too  difficult  to  understand.  We  need  to 
use  plain  English  to  conmiunicate  the  rules  and  give  examples  of  how  the  programs 
work. 

Information  Technology — We've  seen  some  welcome  improvements  in  our  area 
with  computerization  at  the  local  offices.  It  has  provided  for  efficiency  and  more  con- 
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sistency  in  farm  records  and  information.  Standardization  and  computerization  of 
farm  information  should  be  continued. 

One-stop  Service  Centers — The  proposed  "one-stop  service  center"  concept  has 
much  merit  for  making  it  easier  for  farmers  to  tend  to  their  business  with  USDA 
agencies  in  fewer  trips,  and  potentially  with  less  red  tape,  provided  there  is  coopera- 
tion among  local  branches. 

But  again,  you  must  make  sure  in  any  consolidation  of  offices  that  you  have  peo- 
ple with  the  right  exjjertise  running  these  programs.  We  must  guard  against  the 
idea  that  you  can  cut  resources  and  people,  but  expect  them  to  handle  the  same 
work  and  responsibilities — or  even  more  responsibilities  for  new  programs.  USDA 
should  look  carefully,  and  objectively,  at  office  consolidations  on  a  individual  basis 
to  make  sure  that  there  will  actually  be  cost  savings  and  efficiencies. 

Consolidations  and  eliminations  should  not  be  determined  by  the  number  of  pro- 
ducers served  in  an  area.  There  may  be  fewer  farmers  in  a  county  today,  but  there 
is  still  the  same  amount  of  farmland  and  production  systems  and  resources  that 
need  to  be  served.  Farm  management  has  not  gotten  any  simpler  because  there  are 
fewer  farmers  today.  The  opposite  is  true. 

Local  Committees — The  involvement  of  local  producers  on  local  agency  committees 
is  just  as  important  today  as  it  ever  has  been.  You  need  to  have  producers  who  have 
firsthand  experience  operating  farms  involved  in  directing  local  execution  of  these 
programs,  u  you  lose  local  involvement  and  service,  or  put  program  management 
in  Washington  or  in  State  and  local  offices  under  the  authority  of  new  management 
that  lacks  the  necessary  technical  understanding — ^you  could  end  up  with  a  prescrip- 
tion for  serious  problems. 

We  see  that  the  administration  is  proposing  merging  ASCS,  FmHA  and  other 
local  committees  into  one  five-member  committee.  Streamlining  operations  is  cer- 
tainly not  something  we  oppose.  But  again,  we  must  make  sure  any  new  structure 
is  equipped  to  do  the  job.  Local  committee  members  need  to  have  the  time,  back- 
ground, and  means  to  carry  out  their  responsibilities.  If  more  responsibilities  are 
to  be  put  in  the  hands  of  one  conunittee,  we  need  to  make  sure  we  are  indeed 
streanuining  operations,  not  creating  bottlenecks. 

Conservation  Compliance — ^When  it  comes  to  conservation  programs  for  farmers, 
there  is  confusion.  It  s  become  a  "who's  on  first  situation,"  and  farmers  find  too  oflen 
it  isn't  clear  who  is  in  conamand. 

Right  now,  farmers  work  with  SCS  to  come  up  with  a  conservation  plan  for  their 
farm.  But  ASCS  has  responsibility  for  funding  and  farm  program  management.  Yet, 
SCS  will  determine  if  farmers  aren't  in  compliance.  The  ball  bounces  back  and  forth. 
We  need  some  clear  definitions  and  procedures,  and  they  need  to  be  handled  effi- 
ciently in  local  offices. 

Wetlands — Wetlands  fall  into  the  same  confused  command  situation.  Only  here, 
it  gets  even  more  confused  because  there  seems  to  be  overlapping  authorities  with 
agencies  in  and  out  of  USDA,  and  among  State  and  Federal  agencies. 

It  is  extremely  difficult  for  farmers  to  know  how  to  comply  with  all  of  the  rules 
and  regulations  on  wetlands  by  the  different  agencies  these  days.  We  simply  have 
to  come  up  with  a  manageable  system. 

Appeals  Process — We  are  pleased  to  see  that  the  administration  is  proposing  to 
create  a  new  appeals  division  for  USDA.  Hearings,  and  legislation  proposed  by  Sen- 
ator Conrad  a  year  ago  addressed  problems  with  the  appeals  process  for  USDA  rul- 
ings regarding  credit  and  farm  program  decisions.  The  first  couple  of  steps  produc- 
ers take  to  appeal  a  ruling  by  a  USDA  agency  typically  involves  the  same  officials 
who  made  the  original  decision,  handling  the  appeal.  The  hearings  brought  to  light 
problems  not  only  with  wrong  decisions,  but  long  delays  for  appeals  as  well.  It's  no 
way  to  run  a  business  when  farmers,  and  sometimes  their  bankers  as  well,  are  faced 
with  an  appeal  process  involving  thousands  of  dollars  that  is  strung  out  for  over  a 
year. 

We  support  the  language  in  Senator  Conrad's  legislation,  which  would  create  an 
indepenoent  and  impartial  arbitration  division  within  USDA  to  handle  appeals, 
with  the  final  decision  left  to  the  independent  National  Appeals  Division. 

Another  "theme"  for  reorganizing  USDA  at  the  national  level  should  be  to  struc- 
ture programs — old  and  new — ^to  be  able  to  help  agriculture  take  advantage  of  op- 
portunities for  growth  and  new  income  that  may  be  available  in  the  future. 

A  good  example  is  the  Alternative  Agricultural  Research  and  Commer- 
cialization Board.  Created  by  the  1990  farm  bill,  the  AARC  program  is  just  now 
beginning  to  implement  its  first  support  programs  for  projects  to  develop  new 
nonfood  industrial  uses  of  agricultural  materials.  AARC  is  unique  in  that  it  has  a 
predominantly  private  industry  board  of  experts  who  are  given  a  fairly  wide  range 
of  options  for  programs  to  work  with  entrepreneurs  to  commercialize  new  uses  prod- 
ucts. AARC  also  will  have  regional  centers  to  decentralize  its  operations  and  be 
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more  accessible.  Although  it's  still  new,  we  think  it  may  become  a  model  for  other 
USDA  programs  and  other  Federal  agencies  in  being  able  to  partner  with  private 
industry  to  develop  new  businesses  that  vield  benefits  to  the  public.  In  AARC  s  case, 
this  will  be  development  of  new,  renewable  products  that  offer  many  environmented 
advantages,  and  provide  new  sources  of  income  for  farmers  and  the  agriculture  in- 
dustry. 

The  AgrictJtural  Cooperative  Service  could  well  play  a  vital  role  in  the  future 
in  assisting  in  the  development  of  new  cooperatives.  New  cooperatives  and  growers 
organizations  to  process  new  products  could  play  a  major  role  in  helping  farmers 
capture  more  value-added  income. 

But  the  Agricultural  Cooperative  Service  needs  to  be  recharged  and  to  strengthen 
its  focus  ana  resources  to  provide  more  hands-on,  direct  organizational  service  in  as- 
sisting new  cooperatives.  Now  is  a  critical  time.  The  whole  new,  industrial  uses  field 
is  a  great  opportunity  for  cooperatives  to  emerge  to  process  and  market  new  alter- 
native crops  and  products — and  that  can  put  value-added  income  in  the  hands  of 
the  sector  of  agriculture  that  needs  it  the  most. 

We  see  that  the  administration  has  proposed  putting  AARC  and  the  A^cultural 
Cooperative  Service  in  newly  created  Rural  Community  Development  Service  branch 
under  the  Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  Rural  Economic  £md  Community  De- 
velopment. It's  a  good  idea  to  create  more  interactive,  cooperative  effort  between  the 
various  rural  development  agencies.  Locating  them  together  may  help  in  this  effort. 
However,  we  would  recommend  that  the  AARC  program  continue  to  report  directly 
to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  according  to  present  legislation,  to  preserve  its  more 
independent  status  and  its  ability  to  work  cooperatively  with  the  private  sector  with 
minimum  bureaucracy. 

In  the  case  of  these  rural  development  programs,  they  need  to  be  hands-on  ori- 
ented and  have  adequate  resources  if  they  are  to  deliver  the  results.  The  AARC  pro- 
gram, in  particular,  is  an  example  of  a  program  that  could  deliver  major  payback 
for  agriculture  if  it  is  provided  adequate  funds  to  support  many  of  the  promising 
projects  that  have  requested  investment  assistance. 

liie  Market  Promotion  Program  has  been  taking  a  good  deal  of  heat  lately  for 
some  large  expenditures  to  supplement  advertising  mnds  for  some  major  corpora- 
tions exporting  overseas.  Reforming  this  program  to  cut  out  these  kinds  of  unin- 
tended uses  should  be  done.  But  don't  get  rid  of  this  program. 

Many  States  make  good,  prudent  use  of  these  funds  to  help  small  companies  and 
entrepreneurs  develop  new  export  markets  for  value-added  food  products — products 
that  provide  jobs  for  Americans,  and  help  to  diversify  and  build  our  industry.  New 
niche  exports  can  help  build  our  local  businesses,  add  new  farm  income,  and  help 
improve  the  rural  tax  base.  The  Market  Promotion  Program's  funds  should  be  tar- 
geted more  for  these  purposes.  Reform  the  program,  but  don't  throw  this  important 
tool  away. 

Thank  you  again  for  the  opportunity  to  present  these  views. 


The  National  Family  Farm  Coalition 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  for  allowing  me  to  present  testimony  on  the  proposed 
USDA  reorganization  plan.  This  testimony  is  presented  on  behalf  of  the  National 
Family  Farm  Coalition  (NFFC)  representing  40  rural  advocacy  and  family  farm  or- 
ganizations in  31  States. 

We  feel  that  USDA  has  been  wasting  millions  and  billions  of  taxpayer  dollars 
since  the  early  1980's.  We  contend  that  the  waste  has  not  been  additional  staff  in 
local  offices  or  the  number  of  offices  at  the  county  level  but  in  the  failure  of  the 
policy  direction  from  the  national  level.  The  agenda  of  USDA  and  particularly 
FmKA  has  been  to  promote  policies  that  work  to  eliminate  family  farmers.  We  hope 
this  attitude  and  policy  direction  wUl  change. 

I  understand  that  l&cretary  Espy  has  established  four  key  principles  that  the  re- 
structuring proposal  must  meet.  TTiese  are: 

1.  Improve  the  delivery  of  service  to  customers — The  customers  need  to  be  identi- 
fied and  perhaps  reidentified.  It  is  our  contention  that  family  farmers  are  stiU  the 
first  and  most  important  customer  of  USDA.  Farmers  need  services  that  contribute 
to  the  successful  operation  of  their  farm  business.  While  one-stop  shopping  may 
sound  good  on  paper,  do  not  confuse  the  farmer  customer  with  the  consumer  who 
wants  to  purchase  all  of  their  weekly  needs  at  one  shopping  center  so  they  can  have 
more  time  to  get  on  with  their  life.  These  programs  are  our  lives.  The  important 
aspect  of  serving  farmers'  needs  is  the  equality  of  assistance.  It  is  more  important 
that  farmers  receive  the  services  needed  m  a  timely  manner  than  the  physical  loca- 
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tion  of  the  ofTice.  It  is  the  quality  of  services  that  contributes  to  the  successful  oper- 
ation of  our  farm  business. 

It  is  especially  troublesome  to  think  the  farmer  will  be  dealing  with  fewer  people 
in  the  many  aspects  of  the  business.  This  makes  it  imperative  that  USDA  hire  and 
train  employees  who  acknowledge  that  family  farmers  are  important  to  the  overall 
economy  of  this  country.  And  equally  important  is  the  beliei  that  existing  family 
farms  are  worth  saving  and  the  rejuvenation  of  the  rural  economy  will  resmt  in  in- 
creased numbers  of  family  farmers.  Employees  must  be  rewarded  for  doing  every- 
thing possible  within  their  power  to  help  a  farmer  achieve  a  successful  farming  busi- 
ness. In  addition  to  employee  trainings,  the  local  county  committees  must  be  trained 
and  utilized.  This  has  not  been  the  case  in  the  past. 

2.  Remain  consistent  with  the  mandated  missions  of  USDA — The  mandated  mis- 
sion of  USDA  and  especially  FmHA  and  ASCS  must  be  stated  and  clear  to  both  em- 
ployees and  farmers.  This  needs  to  be  included  in  the  training  of  employees  as  well 
as  the  training  of  county  committee  members.  Trainings  will  help  to  ensure  that  the 
talents,  community  knowledge,  and  awareness  of  that  mission  is  reflected  in  the  ac- 
tions and  activities  of  county  committee  members.  The  proposal  to  merge  the  func- 
tions of  the  county  committees  under  the  Farm  Services  Agency  into  one  committee 
makes  us  q[uestion  whether  this  will  become  merely  a  rubber  stamp  or  wUl  it  have 
new  roles. 

A  completely  separate,  independent  appeals  process  for  all  USDA  program  partici- 
pants would  be  a  big  first  step  towards  returning  to  the  mandated  mission  of 
FmHA.  This  becomes  even  more  important  and  more  necessary  as  pressure  mounts 
to  have  fewer  people  handle  more  programs.  The  very  lives  and  livelihoods  of  entire 
farm  families  are  on  the  Une.  Every  effort  must  be  made  to  ensure  that  nothing  is 
overlooked  or  left  to  chance. 

3.  Make  the  Department  a  better  place  for  employees — ^We  believe  that  employees 
informed  and  trained  in  the  mandated  mission  of  USDA  and  provided  with  proper 
incentives  to  carry  out  their  jobs  of  serving  farmers  will  result  in  a  more  productive 
and  satisfied  work  force.  A  working  partnership  between  employees,  management, 
and  customers  needs  to  be  developed.  Where  USD  A  employees  are  unionized,  there 
is  much  more  support  for  farmers  and  other  USDA  customers.  Secretary  Espy 
should  issue  a  pohcy  statement  to  all  USDA  employees  making  it  cle«u"  that  there 
will  no  longer  be  any  reprisal  or  blackballing  of  employees  for  actively  joining  and 
assisting  the  union  of  their  choice. 

4.  Save  taxpayers  money — Saving  the  taxpayer's  money  is  nothing  more  than  a 
false  front  for  a  hidden  agenda.  Much  has  been  done  in  the  name  of  saving  money, 
when  in  reality  the  objective  was  to  rid  the  countryside  of  family  farm  agriculture 
to  make  way  for  large  corporate  agribusiness  entities.  This  change  has  not  resulted 
in  lower  food  costs  to  the  consumer  nor  has  it  resulted  in  lower  costs  to  the  tax- 
payer. 

While  it  may  cost  more  money  up  front  to  have  less-than-centrally-located  offices 
and  adequately  trained  staff  people,  the  outcome  should  be  successful  farming  busi- 
nesses located  across  the  country  making  significant  contributions  to  rural  commu- 
nities. Successful  farm  businesses  become  taxpaying  units.  Expanding  the  taxpaying 
base  of  a  community  is  the  best  long  term  use  of  tax  dollars. 

Farmers  have  spent  scarce  and  declining  resources  trying  to  get  fair  hearings  on 
their  appeals,  consideration  of  their  loan  applications,  and  hours  driving  back  and 
forth  to  a  USDA  office  due  to  small  technicalities  and  possibly  incorrect  information 
provided  by  employees  who  possess  an  antifarmer  attitude  at  the  local  level  and 
who  lack  clear  direction  from  the  national  level.  We  question  how  much  money  has 
been  wasted  by  USDA  contracting  out  jobs  while  ignoring  their  own  employees'  ca- 
pabilities and  creativity.  Contracting  out  places  another  layer  of  bureaucracy  be- 
tween the  USDA  worker  and  farmer.  On  top  of  all  this  there  has  been  waste  created 
by  unnecessary  adversarial  relationships  and  litigation  to  get  FmHA  to  comply  with 
its  own  programs  and  employee  conflicts. 

Reorganization  Plans 

We  have  concerns  about  the  overall  plan  as  well  as  the  level  of  farmer  input  thus 
far.  Our  primary  concern  is  ensuring  that  family  farmers  will  in  fact  be  the  bene- 
ficiaries of  an  overhaul  that  results  in  coherent  policies  and  delivery  of  programs. 
A  particular  concern  is  that  the  pressing  need  for  a  truly  independent  appeals  sys- 
tem for  all  USDA  sub-agencies  appears  does  not  exist  in  the  September  7th  USDA 
reorganization  plan.  The  only  appeals  process  seems  to  be  a  merging  of  the  FmHA 
and  ASCS  appeals  process  under  their  agencies — which  is  in  direct  contradiction  to 
the  needs  that  have  been  outlined.  We  strongly  support  a  new  USDA-wide  appeals 
system  under  the  Secretary's  jurisdiction  as  detailea  in  the  National  Appeals  Divi- 
sion Act  of  1993,  S.  1425  and  H.R.  2950. 
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In  February  1993  we  were  told  there  would  be  regional  input  sessions  on  our 
ideas  about  the  plans  but  these  session  have  not  been  held.  The  Madigan  plan  to 
close  1289  local  USDA  offices  was  done  based  on  questionable  economic  analysis. 
They  didn't  examine  which  offices  had  long-term  leases,  the  length  of  time  for  farm- 
ers to  drive  or  even  more  serious — they  didn't  count  into  their  calculations  the  num- 
ber of  guaranteed  loans  that  an  individual  office  is  servicing,  even  though  their  sal- 
ary review  was  based  on  the  numbers  of  farmers  that  could  "graduate"  from  direct 
to  guaranteed  loans.  The  assumptions  used  in  this  formula  need  to  be  examined. 
We  are  hearing  that  offices  are  being  moved  or  closed  down  and  new  construction 
approvals  are  being  made  even  though  the  process  is  supposed  to  be  on  hold. 

The  major  concern  of  the  overall  reorganization  is  the  placement  of  Farm  Service 
agency  under  the  Under  Secretary  for  Farm  and  International  Trade  services.  The 
needs  of  family  farmers  and  the  grain  trade  cannot  be  met  with  the  same  hand.  Ad- 
ditionally, this  disconnects  farm  services  with  the  rural  community  development 
agency.  This  is  the  plan  that  will  be  the  death  knell  of  family  farm  agriculture 
under  the  guise  of  efficiency  and  saving  taxpayer  dollars. 

To  truly  save  money  and  increase  efficiency,  we  suggest: 

1.  Putting  the  national  appeals  division  in  a  "box"  directly  under  the  Secretary; 

2.  Putting  the  International  Trade  Services  under  the  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Marketing  and  Inspection  Services.  The  Farm  Services  Agency  (FSA)  should  be 
housed  with  the  Under  Secretary  for  Rural  Economic  and  Community  Development. 
The  Under  Secretary  for  Farm  and  International  Trade  Services  can  then  be  dis- 
solved. This  will  be  a  true  savings  and  bring  true  efficiency. 

3.  Clarify  what  is  meant  by  office  consolidation?  Is  it  five  different  employees 
working  under  one  roof  with  a  coordinated  computer  system  or  is  it  one  employee 
expected  to  deliver  highly  technical  and  important  information  on  a  very  broad 
array  of  issues?  In  some  cases  employees  have  been  moved  to  one  overcrowded  office 
or  new  offices  were  leased  without  any  analysis  if  this  in  fact  helped  improve  service 
delivery. 

Appeals 

An  area  of  major  concern  since  1989  has  been  the  operation  of  the  FmHA  appeals 
system  as  documented  in  Senate  Agriculture  Committee  Hearings  over  the  past  3 
years.  In  1987  a  new  appeals  system  was  established  in  the  Agricultural  Credit  Act. 
It  was  working  very  well,  overturning  nearly  60  percent  of  the  cases  in  support  of 
the  FmHA  borrower,  until  the  independence  of  the  National  Appeals  Staff  was  di- 
rectly jeopardized  by  the  intervention  of  the  FmHA  Director.  Since  that  time  the 
appeals  process  has  basically  been  frozen.  Farmers  have  won  appeals  that  are  then 
ignored  by  the  local  FmHA  office  and  other  farmers  have  been  waiting  months  and 
now  years  for  final  decisions.  As  mentioned  earlier,  it  is  imperative  that  the  Na- 
tional Appeals  Division  be  a  truly  separate  agency  directly  under  the  Secretary  and 
free  of  intervention  by  the  agency  heads.  In  the  1990  farm  biU,  a  new  ASCS  appesds 
system  was  created  that  was  supposed  to  be  independent  yet  it  too  has  failed  to 
work  as  envisioned  by  Congress. 

Agricultural  Mediation  Programs 

Mediation  has  been  working  in  States  around  the  country.  Its  success  on  farm- 
lender  issues  was  recognized  by  Vice  President  Gore  in  his  "Reinventing  Govern- 
ment" book  that  recognized  the  value  of  alternative  dispute  resolution  mechanisms. 
In  1987,  the  Agricultural  Credit  Act  created  a  Federal  match  to  both  expand  and 
encourage  creation  of  these  important  programs.  Despite  initial  USDA  apprehension 
about  the  role  and  effectiveness  of  mediation,  they  have  played  a  coordinating  role 
that  has  been  very  beneficial.  In  fact,  we  are  hopeful  that  USDA  will  support  ex- 
panding mediation  services  beyond  FmHA  to  other  agencies  within  USDA  along  the 
lines  of  a  comprehensive  appeals  program. 

Strategic  Plans  and  Employee  Evaluations 

Farmers  strongly  support  FmHA's  recent  revision  of  their  employee  goals  that  are 
used  in  evaluating  performance.  The  Administrative  Notice  sent  out  on  June  24, 
1993  states,  "As  you  have  heard,  one  of  the  major  goals  being  emphasized  by  Sec- 
retary Mike  Espy  and  this  Agency  is  to  be  farmer  and  customer  friendly.  The  man- 
agement and  servicing  goals  of  FmHA  have  been  revised  to  provide  all  servicing  op- 
tions to  which  a  borrower  might  be  entitled.  It  continues  to  be  important  that  we 
make  loans  to  those  eligible  for  our  services  and  who  have  an  opportunity  for  suc- 
cess." 

The  new  goals  mean  that  employee  evaluations  will  not  be  negatively  impacted 
if  they  assist  a  borrower  with  debt  restructuring  or  approve  them  for  a  direct  loan. 
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Prior  to  this  change,  the  USDA  lender  of  last  resort,  FmHA  was  effectively  thwarted 
by  this  Reagan/Bush  policy  for  the  past  12  years. 

We  urge  USDA  to  revisit  the  Bush  administration  "strategic  plan"  due  to  its  clear 
direction  of  eliminating  a  role  for  FmHA  in  both  farm  and  housing  lending.  We  sup- 
port the  recommendea  closing  of  RDA  regional  offices  as  included  in  the  appropria- 
tions bill.  It  is  a  duplicative  agency  that  was  created  to  further  demoralize  cmd  con- 
fuse the  role  of  FmHA.  The  agencywide  employee  consolidation  plan  that  is  sup- 
posed to  be  cux:omplished  by  attrition  should  not  be  accomplished  by  consolidating 
sub-agencies  when  important  work  is  being  performed.  Of  particular  concern  is  the 
low  number  of  women  and  people  of  color  in  many  jobs  at  the  national  and  local 
level. 

Training  and  Outreach 

In  1988,  it  was  farmers  who  tried  to  educate  their  local  FmHA  office  about  the 
regulations  for  the  Agricultural  Credit  Act  of  1987  when  they  were  provided  with 
incorrect  information.  Some  farmers  ran  for  FmHA  County  Committee  slots  and 
won;  others  were  provided  incorrect  information  and  didn't,  u  was  family  farm  orga- 
nizations and  the  Farmers  Legal  Action  Group  (FLAG)  that  spent  hundreds  of  hours 
rewriting  the  proposed  regulations  that  had  intentionally  misrepresented  the  intent 
of  the  legislation. 

In  1991,  it  took  major  efforts  by  farmers  and  farm  organizations  to  get  implemen- 
tation of  tne  Integrated  Farm  Management  Program  Option  (IFMPO)  by  local  ASCS 
offices.  Farmers  were  told  not  to  bother  to  apply  and  that  it  wouldn't  work  on  their 
farms,  and  wasn't  worth  the  efTort.  This  small  yet  significant  program  helps  lay  the 
groundwork  for  more  significemt  policy  changes  to  encourage  farmers  to  shift  their 
farming  practices  towanls  rotation  and  less  pesticide  use,  yet  less  than  100,000 
acres  out  of  5  million  eligible  has  been  enrolled  in  the  program.  This  past  year,  new 
progrtim  signup  wais  even  lower  as  there  were  no  new  State  directors  and  no  out- 
reach on  the  program. 

We  want  to  ensure  that  reorganization  is  done  so  that  it  makes  sense  to  consum- 
ers of  USDA  services — not  just  the  0MB  budget  cutters.  We  are  pleased  that  Sec- 
retary Espy  suspended  some  FmHA  foreclosure  actions  in  early  March  pending  a 
new  review  process. 

We  raised  many  questions  about  how  this  review  would  actually  take  place  and 
the  farmer  role  in  the  process. 

We  hope  that  the  Clinton  administration  and  Secretary  Espy  will  really  listen  to 
what  has  gone  wrong  and  new  approaches  to  making  both  the  agency  and  its  pro- 
grams really  deliver.  There  are  some  new  State  directors  that  come  to  their  jobs 
with  a  reform  perspective  that  puts  farmers  first.  But,  there  are  many  other 
decisionmakers  at  the  State  and  nationsd  level  that  are  holdovers  with  few  new 
ideas  and  no  new  understanding  of  the  true  mission  of  FmHA  nor  a  broader  vision 
of  the  role  of  USDA  in  revitalizing  our  rural  economy. 

There  is  a  major  challenge  and  opportunity  for  USDA  to  change  its  approach  and 
really  work  in  1993  and  early  1994.  The  floods  in  the  Midwest  and  the  drou^t  in 
the  Southeast  are  far  beyond  what  any  of  us  could  have  imagined.  The  losses  are 
devastating  yet  the  long-term  disaster  can  be  minimized  or  increased  by  how  USDA 
responds.  There  is  an  opportunity  to  fix  what  has  been  broken  in  the  bureaucracy. 
Final  regulations  from  the  1990  farm  bill  have  yet  to  be  issued;  a  failing  FmHA  ap- 
peals system  must  be  reformed;  and  major  retraining  of  USDA  employees  needs  to 
be  undertaken. 

There  needs  to  be  a  coordination  that  hasn't  existed  at  USDA  for  years.  It  needs 
to  break  down  existing  barriers  that  have  kept  each  sub-agency  in  its  own  world. 
There  needs  to  be  a  reco^ition  of  the  importance  of  State  programs  responding  to 
State  needs  and  for  decisionmaking  to  be  returned  to  the  local  and  State  level.  Civil 
rights  enforcement  must  be  a  priority  both  for  employees  and  for  farmers  who 
should  have  greater  access  to  benefits  from  USDA  programs.  There  appears  to  be — 
and  certainly  needs  to  be — a  change  at  the  top  that  trickles  down  to  the  local  level. 
We  remain  concerned  about  whether  this  national  reorganization  plan  truly  make 
these  changes  or  shifts  employees  from  one  area  to  another  with  new  titles.  We  are 
also  concerned  that  much  of  the  "savings"  may  be  in  the  form  of  reduced  salaries 
which  certainly  raises  its  own  sets  of  concerns. 

We  thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  these  issues.  It  is  important  that  there 
are  true  partnerships  to  make  these  changes.  Farmers  look  forward  to  being  part 
of  this  process.  Thank  you. 


95 

The  Navajo  Nation 

Introduction 

The  Navajo  Nation  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  submit  written  comments  to  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry  regarding  President  Clin- 
ton's proposal  to  reorganize  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  (USDA).  The  Navajo 
Nation  requests  that  these  comments  become  part  of  the  hearing  record  on  this  mat- 
ter. The  Navajo  Nation  supports  and  encourages  President  Clinton  and  Secretary 
Espys  efforts  to  make  the  U.S.  Government  more  cost  effective  and  responsive  to 
the  real  needs  of  all  Americans,  including  American  Indians.  The  process  of 
reinventing  government  is  an  opportunity  for  Indian  tribes  and  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment to  address  long-standing  inequities  regarding  the  lack  of  technical  and  finan- 
cial assistance  to  Indian  tribes  commensurate  with  the  magnitude  of  Indian  needs. 
Indian  tribes'  access  to,  participation  in,  and  benefits  from  such  USDA  programs 
have  been  historically  far  less  than  the  levels  of  participation  and  benefits  enjoyed 
by  the  rest  of  rural  America. 

The  Navajo  Nation 

Tlie  Navajo  Nation  is  the  largest  and  most  populous  Indian  tribe  in  America,  with 
over  219,000  members.  The  Navajo  Nation  encompasses  almost  one-third  of  all  In- 
dian lands  in  the  lower  48  States,  with  jurisdiction  over  17.5  million  acres  (as  large 
as  the  State  of  West  Virginia)  of  arid  and  semi-arid  mesas  and  plateaus.  The  Navajo 
Nation  spans  portions  of  twelve  counties  in  New  Mexico,  Arizona  and  Utah,  which 
creates  unique  challenges  for  the  traditional  USDA  county-based  service  delivery 
system. 

The  Navajo  people  are  among  the  poorest  of  America's  rural  poor,  with  56.1  per- 
cent of  Navaio  people  living  below  the  poverty  level  (compared  to  13.1  percent  na- 
tionwide) ana  a  median  household  income  of  $10,433  (compared  to  the  U.S.  median 
income  in  1992  of  $30,786).  The  Navajo  Nation  suffers  from  enormous  deficits  in  all 
areas  critical  to  prosperous  rural  livelihoods  and  well-being.  Half  of  the  Navajo  peo- 
ple live  in  substandard  housing  without  running  water,  electricity  or  safe  waste  dis- 
posal facilities.  Navaio  rangelands,  farmlands  and  rural  communities  are  today  well 
below  their  potential  for  economic  and  social  productivity.  Many  of  our  people  are 
largely  dependent  on  family  flocks  of  sheep  and  goats  and  produce  from  tneir  small 
farms  for  their  subsistence  livelihoods.  Our  needs  are  commensurately  vast  and  di- 
verse in  areas  traditionally  served  by  the  USDA,  yet  the  Navajo  Nation  has  yet  to 
receive  the  benefits  afforded  many  other  rural  conmaunities  in  Ajnerica. 

Overview  of  Navajo  Nation — USDA  Relations 

The  basic  principles  which  must  guide  all  dealings  between  the  USDA  and  the 
Navajo  Nation,  and  other  Indian  tribes,  include:  acknowledgment  of  and  respect  for 
Indian  tribal  sovereignty;  commitment  to  strengthening  the  Federal  Government- 
tribal  government  relationship;  and  clear  recognition  that  the  Federal  trust  respon- 
sibility to  Indian  tribes  is  not  the  special  province  of  one  agency,  but  rather  is 
shared  equally  by  all  Federal  agencies  in  the  U.S.  Government. 

The  Navaio  Nation  appreciates  that  the  USDA  is  mandated  by  Congress  to  be  the 
lead  Federal  agency  to  enhance  and  support  rural  development.  We  rurther  appre- 
ciate the  additional  emphasis  given  this  mandate  in  Secretary  Espy's  plans  to  reor- 
ganize the  USDA.  Historically,  the  Navajo  Nation  and  other  Indian  tribes  have  been 
underserved  by  USDA  in  rural  development,  education  and  natural  resources  con- 
servation programs.  This  imbalance  may  be  attributed  to  past,  and  in  some  cases, 
continuing  cultural,  logistical,  administrative,  and  legislative  constraints  and  bar- 
riers. Secretary  Espy  has  named  rural  development  as  one  of  the  six  key  functions 
for  reorganization;  therefore,  the  Navajo  Nation  seeks  explicit  policy  direction  and 

Kidance  of  Congress  to  encourage  the  USDA  to  exercise  fully  its  responsibility  to 
id  and  coordinate  phased,  multiyear  aggregated  Federal  rural  development  assist- 
ance targeted  to  the  Navajo  Nation  and  other  Indian  tribes. 

The  Navajo  Nation  wonied  directly  with  former  Secretary  Edward  Madigan  and 
his  staff  toward  streamlining  USDA  service  delivery  to  the  Navajo  Nation.  The  re- 
sult was  the  willingness  of  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 
(ASCS),  the  Farmers'  Home  Administration  (FmHA),  the  Rural  Development  Ad- 
ministration (RDA),  and  the  Cooperative  Extension  Service  (CES)  to  adapt  their 
program  delivery  systems  to  the  unique  conditions  of  the  Navajo  Nation.  Peterson 
Zah,  President  of  the  Navajo  Nation,  met  with  Deputy  Secretary  Richard  Rominger 
on  June  17,  1993  to  urge  mil  participation  of  the  Navajo  Nation  in  all  USDA  agri- 
culture, conservation,  rural  development  and  natural  resources  education  programs. 
Mr.  Rominger  assured  President  Zah  that  the  Navajo  Nation's  concerns  would  be 
relayed  to  Secretary  Espy  and  stated  that  the  USDA  is  committed  to  improving 
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service  delivery  to  Indian  tribes.  We  look  forward  to  following  up  to  that  meeting 
and  working  with  Secretary  Espy  and  his  staff.  Consolidation  and  streamlining  oT 
service  delivery  systems  is  only  the  first  step  toward  improved  services  to  the  Nav- 
ajo Nation.  In  addition,  we  will  need  a  real  willingness  from  USDA  to  wori^  with 
Indian  tribes. 

While  much  remains  to  be  accomplished,  some  important  progress  has  been  made 
in  USDA-Navajo  Nation  relations  during  the  past  10  years,  particularly  in  regard 
to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  (SCS).  Tnis  progress  includes: 

•  Formation  in  1983  of  the  first  Indian  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Districts 
under  tribal  law,  and  staffing  of  those  districts  by  the  SCS. 

•  Consolidation  and  streamlining  of  nearly  all  SCS  program  delivery  to  the  Nav- 
ajo Nation. 

•  Provision  of  a  full-time  SCS  Watershed  Planning  Team  to  the  Navajo  Nation 
(scheduled  to  take  effect  in  FY  1994). 

•  nearly  complete  negotiations  with  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conserva- 
tion Service  (ASCS)  for  the  realignment  and  consolidation  of  ASCS  program  delivery 
to  Navajo  people,  including  the  creation  of  a  unified  Navajo  Agricultural  Conserva- 
tion Program. 

•  Negotiations  in  prog^ss  with  the  FmHA  to  facilitate  housing  loans  to  Navajo 
people. 

•  Establishment  to  date  of  two  full-time  Extension  Service  positions  on  the  Nav- 
ajo Nation. 

This  progress,  while  important,  indicates  further  opportunities  to  build  a  truly  ef- 
fective and  comprehensive  USDA-Navajo  Nation  cooperative  relationship  that  will 
bring  us  closer  to  achieving  Navajo  rural  development  and  resource  conservation 
goals. 

USDA  Service  Centers 

The  Navajo  Nation  supports  Secretary  Espv's  intent  to  improve  the  cost  effective- 
ness of  delivery  of  services  to  its  customers.  We  understand  that  USDA  will  accom- 
plish this  goal  by  merging  and  combining  the  responsibilities  of  current  agencies  to 
improve  access  and  increase  effective  coordination  among  programs.  However,  the 
Navajo  Nation  is  greatly  concerned  that  the  consolidation  of  L^DA  offices  through- 
out the  United  States  may  not  take  into  account  significant  regional  differences  of 
geography  and  rural  population  distribution.  We  emphasize  again  that  the  Navajo 
Nation  is  a  sovereign  entity  with  jurisdiction  over  an  area  larger  than  the  States 
of  Maryland,  Massachusetts,  Connecticut,  Delaware  and  Rhode  Island  combined. 
The  Navajo  Nation  is  organized  by  distinct  governmental  and  administrative  re- 
gions (chapters,  districts,  agencies)  that  do  not  accord  with  State  and  county  bound- 
aries. 

The  Navajo  Nation  urges  that  the  USDA  consider  the  specific  needs  of  the  Navajo 
Nation  and  other  Indian  tribes  as  plans  are  finalized  for  the  consolidation  of  USDA 
program  offices  into  "Service  Centers."  It  will  not  serve  the  intent  of  the  reorganiza- 
tion of  USDA  nor  the  USDA's  mandate  to  extend  its  assistance  to  all  rural  Ameri- 
cans, including  American  Indians  if  existing  USDA  offices  in  the  Navajo  or  other 
Indian  nations  are  closed  or  consolidated  off-reservation. 

It  has  only  been  a  relatively  few  years  that  USDA  has  had  any  noticeable  pres- 
ence on  Indian  lands.  Historically,  Indian  people  have  been  forced  to  travel  long  dis- 
tances to  get  to  off-reservation  USDA  offices — even  in  counties  where  the  Indisms 
are  the  majority  population  and  those  in  greatest  need.  Given  the  lack  of  adequate 
all-weather  roads  and  other  communications  facilities  on  Indian  lands,  it  is  not  sur- 
prising that  many  Indian  people  are  still  unaware  of  and  are  not  unavailing  them- 
selves of  many  USDA  program  services. 

The  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1990  was  intended  to  address  this  shortfall  by 
directing  USDA  to  establish  program  offices  at  Indian  tribal  headquarters.  While 
the  record  is  not  clear  on  how  many  new  offices  have  actually  been  established  since 
1990  to  serve  Indian  tribes,  SCS  is  establishing  additional  offices  to  serve  the  Nav- 
ajo Nation's  conservation  needs.  The  USDA  must  not  take  a  step  backwards  in  the 
context  of  the  reorganization  effort.  Rather,  USDA  must  increase  its  long-overdue 
outreach  to  Indian  tribes,  even  if  this  means  shifting  offices  from  off-reservation 
county  seats  to  Indian  lands  to  better  serve  Indian  people. 

Expanding  the  "Team  USDA"  Concept 

Secretary  Espy  has  stated  his  intent  to  strengthen  the  team  approach  of  separate 
USDA  programs  in  caurying  out  the  USDA's  mandated  missions.  The  Navajo  Nation 
strongly  supports  this  intent,  and  offers  some  specific  recommendations  to  achieve 
a  truyr  integrated  approach  to  Indian  rural  development  on  the  ground.  The  various 
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distinct  programs  and  agencies  of  the  USDA  reflect  the  diverse  components  of  an 
overall  approach  to  rural  development.  In  particular,  natural  resources  conservation 
and  management,  rural  infrastructure,  rural  enterprise  development,  and  support- 
ive education,  extension,  and  research  are  each  essential  to  the  success  of  an  overall 
rural  development  mission. 

For  real  success,  however,  these  distinct  components  must  be  inteCTated  and  ap- 

glied  in  a  truly  coordinated  fashion  in  rural  communities  of  need.  USDA  and  the 
ongress  have  long  recognized  the  need  for  integration  and  coordination,  and  at- 
tempted to  address  it  through  the  Resource  Conservation  and  Development  (RC&S) 
Program,  the  Agricultural  Development  Councils,  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Coun- 
cils, and  the  Congressional  mandate  contained  in  7  U.S.C.  2204b,  which  follows  here 
in  pertinent  part: 

(d)  Strategy  implementation;  goals.  The  Secretary  shall  ensure  the  effective  imple- 
mentation of  the  rural  development  strategy  and  maximize  coordination  of  Federal 
programs  affecting  rural  areas  through  a  systematic  effort  to — 

(1)  improve  communication  and  encourage  cooperation  among  Federal  depart- 
ments and  agencies  in  the  administration  of  rural  development  programs; 

(2)  eliminate  conflicts,  duplication,  and  gaps  in  program  coverage,  and  resolve 
contradictions  and  inconsistencies  in  the  objectives,  aoministration,  and  effects  of 
rural  development  programs; 

(3)  facilitate  the  sharing  or  common  location  of  field  offices  of  Federal  agencies 
administering  similar  or  complementary  programs  and  unification  of  delivery  sys- 
tems, where  feasible,  to  maximize  convenience  and  accessibility  of  such  agencies 
and  programs  to  rural  residents; 

(4)  facilitate  and  expedite  joint  funding  of  rural  projects  through  Federal  pro- 
grams; 

(5)  correct  administrative  problems  in  Federal  programs  that  delay  or  hinder  the 
effective  delivery  of  services,  assistance,  or  benefits  to  rural  areas;  and 

(6)  simplify,  standardize,  and  reduce  the  complexity  of  applications,  reports,  and 
other  forms  required  under  Federal  rural  development  programs. 

(Aug.  30,  1972,  Public  Law  92^19,  §  607,  as  added  Sept.  24,  1980,  Public  Law  96- 
355,  §  2,  94  Stat.  1171.) 

It  is  also  clear  that  none  of  the  USDA  or  other  Federal  rural  development  ap- 
proaches or  initiatives  have  ever  been  applied  in  a  coherent,  coordinated  and  inte- 
grated fashion  to  Indian  rural  development  needs.  This  is  one  reason  that  the  rural 
development  deficit  is  so  severe  on  the  Navajo  Nation  and  among  other  Indian 
tribes.  Therefore,  the  Navajo  Nation  proposes  and  strongly  urges  congressional  and 
USDA  support  for  the  piloting  of  a  fully  integrated  approach  to  rural  development 
on  the  Navajo  Nation.  This  pilot  can  be  a  promising  model  for  rural  development 
in  all  of  Indian  country. 

The  Navajo  Nation  proposed,  in  FY  1994  agriculture  appropriations  testimony,  an 
integrated  rural  development  approach  that  would:  1)  estaolish  in  FY  1994  an  inter- 
disciplinary SCS  Watershed  Planning  Team  on  the  Navajo  Nation;  2)  treat  Indian 
tribes  on  a  govemment-to-government  basis  with  respect  to  allocations  of  rural  in- 
frastructure and  economic  development  assistance;  and  3)  support  congressional  au- 
thorization of  Indian  Land-Grant  Institutes  with  applied  natural  resources  and 
rural/economic  development  education.  Extension,  and  research.  The  Navajo  Nation 
is  pleased  that  agriculture  appropriations  conference  report  language  includes  au- 
thorization for  a  watershed  planning  team  for  the  Navajo  Nation.  The  Navajo  Na- 
tion also  supports  legislation  (S.  1345)  that  was  introduced  by  Senator  Bingaman 
to  provide  land  grant  status  to  tribally  controlled  community  colleges  and  institu- 
tions. To  improve  on  these  efforts,  the  Navajo  Nation  requests  that  the  USDA: 

•  Recognize  watersheds  as  the  natural  planning  and  operational  units  for  inte- 
grated rural  development; 

•  Consolidate,  under  SCS,  the  ASCS's  Agricultural  Conservation  Program  in  the 
Navajo  Nation; 

•  Create  a  pilot  complementary  "area"  Rural  Development  Planning  and  Develop- 
ment Team  under  the  new  agency  of  Rural  Development  Planning  ana  Development 
to  facilitate  the  preparation  of  assessments  and  plans,  and  the  allocation  of  needs- 
based  investments  into  identified  rural  infrastructures  and  rural  enterprise  support, 
on  a  watershed-by-watershed  basis; 
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•  Create  a  targeted  Natural  Resources/Rural  Development  Education,  Extension 
and  Research  capability  under  the  new  agency  of  Rese£ux;h  and  Economics,  to  sup- 
port the  natural  resources  and  rural  development  plans  and  operations;  and 

•  Provide  leadership  for  the  coordination  of  other  Federal  departments'  rural  de- 
velopment programs  as  appropriate. 

The  Navajo  Nation  reco^izes  that  the  long-term  implementation  of  such  an  inte- 
grated approach  will  require  certain  amendments  to  existing  Federal  authorizations 
to  enable  fuU  Indian  access  to  USDA  programs  on  a  govemment-to-govemment 
basis.  The  Navajo  Nation  again  urges  that  such  amendments  be  identified  and  in- 
corporated into  the  legislative  packages  being  developed  to  enact  the  proposed  reor- 
ganization of  USDA. 

Conclusion 

The  Navajo  Nation  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  contribute  to  the  "reinvention" 
of  USDA  in  order  to  optimize  the  long-overdue  full  and  equal  participation  of  Indian 
tribes  in  USDA  programs  and  services,  and  to  pilot  and  test  a  truly  integrated  rural 
development  process  in  those  American  rural  communities  in  the  greatest  need. 

The  Navajo  Nation  urges  that  as  the  USDA  and  Congress  continue  to  refine  its 
reorganization  plans  for  USDA  that  Indian  nations  be  invited  to  participate  fullv 
in  identifying  opportunities  to  overcome  these  constraints  through  remedies  includ- 
ing cross-cultural  education,  realignment  of  USDA  service  delivery  to  accord  with 
the  geographical  realities  of  Indian  jurisdictions,  regulatory  reform,  and  legislative 
initiatives.  The  Navajo  Nation  looks  forward  to  working  closely  with  USDA  and 
Congress  to  identify  and  develop  such  remedies. 


LETTERS 

Depaktment  of  Agriculture,  Office  of  the  Secretary, 

WASraNGTON,  DC,  September  27,  1993. 

The  Honorable  ALBERT  GORE,  Jr., 

President  of  the  Senate,  Washington,  DC  20510. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  Enclosed  for  the  consideration  of  the  Congress  is  a  draft 
bill  "To  authorize  the  Secretary  to  reorganize  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  and 
for  other  purposes." 

The  enclosed  measure  is  entitled  the  "Department  of  Agriculture  Reorganization 
Act  of  1993."  If  enacted,  it  would  authorize  the  reorganization  of  this  Department 
in  the  manner  which  I  proposed  in  my  recent  announcement.  Specifically,  enactment 
of  this  draft  bill  would: 

1.  Restate  the  provisions  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953,  to  afUrm  the  prin- 
ciple that  all  autnorities  conferred  upon  this  Department  by  law  are  conferred  di- 
rectly upon  the  Secretary  and  not  upon  subordinate  officers  or  agencies; 

2.  Restructure  the  Department's  delivery  of  programs  and  services  into  six  mis- 
sion areas  and  three  principal  staff  functions,  to  be  directed  by  three  Under  Sec- 
retaries of  Agriculture  and  six  Assistant  Secretaries  of  Agriculture; 

3.  Recognize  the  importance  to  Americans  of  the  Department's  food  and  nutrition 

grograms  Dy  assigning  their  direction  to  one  of  the  tnree  appointees  at  the  Under 
ecretary  level; 

4.  Authorize  the  overall  restructuring  of  USDA's  headquarters  organization,  in- 
cluding establishment  of  a  single  Farm  Service  Agency  to  provide  commodity  price 
and  income  support,  farm  loans,  and  crop  insurance  services  to  farmers; 

5.  Authorize  restructuring  of  the  Department's  rural  development,  conservation, 
agricultural  research,  and  economics  functions; 

6.  Permit  me  to  reduce  substantially  the  numbers  of  agencies  and  offices  charged 
with  performing  the  Deptirtment's  functions;  and 

7.  Authorize  the  reform  of  USDA's  field  structure. 
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USDA  is  an  example  of  a  Department  which  needs  reorganization  and  stream- 
lining. I  believe  that  the  proposal  which  I  have  announced,  and  which  this  draft  bUl 
would  permit  me  to  accomplish,  would  assure  the  delivery  of  this  Department's 

{>rograms  and  services  at  substantially  reduced  cost  and  with  a  significantly  stream- 
ined  and  more  efficient  organization.  I  urge  the  Congress  to  give  prompt  consider- 
ation to  this  measure,  and  I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  as  we  strive  to  accom- 
plish the  goals  which  I  have  established  for  USDA. 


Sincerely, 


(Signed)  MiKE  EsPY, 

Secretary. 


Enclosure. 
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A  BILL 

To  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  reorganize 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United 
States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  1 .   Short  Title.   This  Act  may  be  referred  to  as  the 
"Department  of  Agriculture  Reorganization  Act  of  1993." 

SEC.  2.   Findings  and  Purpose.   The  Congress  finds  that,  over  a  period 
of  years,  numerous  provisions  have  been  enacted  which  impose  constraints  on, 
or  otherwise  limit,  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  (hereinafter 
"Secretary")  to  organize  and  manage  efficiently  the  programs  and  activities  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.   The  purpose  of  this  Act  is  to  remove  such 
constraints  and  limitations  and  to  afford  the  Secretary  full  authority  more 
efficiently  and  effectively  to  carry  out  such  programs  and  activities  and  to 
achieve  economies  in  the  organization  and  management  of  such  programs. 

SEC.  3.   Transfer  of  Functions  to  the  Secretarv  of  Agriculture. 

(a)  Subject  to  the  exceptions  specified  in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section, 
there  are  hereby  transferred  to  the  Secretary  all  functions  not  now  vested  in  the 
Secretary  of  all  other  officers,  and  of  all  agencies,  offices,  and  employees,  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

(b)  This  section  shall  not  apply  to: 
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(1)  the  functions  vested  by  subchapter  II,  chapter  5,  of  title  5, 

United  States  Code,  in  administrative  law  judges  employed  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture; 

(2)  the  functions  vested  by  the  Inspector  General  Act  of  1978, 
5  U.S.C.  App.,  in  the  Inspector  General  of  the  Department; 

(3)  the  functions  vested  by  Subtitle  I,  Chapter  9,  of  title  31,  United 
States  Code,  in  the  Chief  Financial  Officer  of  the  Department; 

(4)  corporations  of  the  Department  of  Agriculmre  or  the  boards  of 
directors  and  officers  of  such  corporations;  or 

(5)  the  Advisory  Board  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

(c)  The  Secretary  may  from  time  to  time  make  such  provisions  as  the 
Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  authorizing  the  performance  by  any  officer,  or 
by  any  agency,  office,  or  employee,  of  the  Department  of  Agriculmre  of  any 
function  of  the  Secretary,  including  any  function  transferred  to  the  Secretary  by 
this  Act. 

(d)  In  carrying  out  subsection  (c)  of  this  section,  the  Secretary  shall  seek 
to  simplify  and  make  efficient  the  operation  of  the  Department  of  Agriculmre,  to 
improve  accessibility  at  State  and  local  levels  to  farm  and  other  programs  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  and,  insofar  as  possible,  to  adapt  the  administration 
of  the  programs  of  the  Department  to  regional.  State,  and  local  conditions. 
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(e)   The  Secretary  may  from  time  to  time  effect  such  transfers  within  the 

Department  of  Agriculture  of  any  of  the  records,  propeny,  and  personnel 

affected  by  transfers  and  delegations  of  functions  undertaken  pursuant  to  this 

section  and  such  transfers  of  unexpended  balances  (available  or  to  be  made 

available  for  use  in  connection  with  any  affected  function,  agency,  or  office)  of 

appropriations,  allocations,  and  other  funds  of  such  Department,  as  the  Secretary 

may  deem  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act;  but  such  unexpended 

balances  so  transferred  shall  be  used  only  for  the  purposes  for  which  such  funds 

were  originally  made  available. 

SEC.  4.  National  Appeals  Division.   Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 

section  426  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  7  U.S.C.  1433e(c),  or 

section  333B  of  the  Consolidated  Farm  and  Rural  Development  Act, 

7  U.S.C.  1983b,   the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  establish  and  utilize  a  National 

Appeals  Division,  and  to  assign  thereto  administrative  appeals  arising  under  those 

or  any  other  statutes  conferring  authorities  upon  the  Secretary  or  the  Department 

of  Agriculture:   Provided,  however.  That  the  Secretary  may  by  regulation 

establish  a  single  set  of  procedures  which  apply  to  appeals  arising  under  such 

sections;  and  Provided,  further.  That  the  rights  afforded  program  participants 

under  those  sections  shall  not  be  limited  or  abridged  by  this  section.   The 

Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  final  decisions  in  appeals,  including,  but  not 
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limited  to,  appeals  filed  under  section  426  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  or 

section  333B  of  the  Consolidated  Farm  and  Rural  Development  Act,  or  to 

delegate  authority  to  make  such  final  decisions  to  the  person  charged  with 

direction  of  the  National  Appeals  Division,  so  long  as  such  division  exists,  or  to 

any  other  official  of  the  Department  of  Agriculmre  or  any  successor  agency  as 

the  Secretary  determines  appropriate. 

TITLE  I  -  FARM  AND  INTERNATIONAL  TRADE  SERVICES 

SEC.  101.  (a)   Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  Farm  and  International 
Trade  Services.    There  is  hereby  established  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
the  position  of  Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  Farm  and  International  Trade 
Services  to  be  appointed  by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of 
the  Senate.    The  Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  Farm  and  International 
Trade  Services  shall  exercise  such  functions  and  perform  such  duties  related  to 
farm  and  international  trade  services,  and  shall  perform  such  other  duties,  as 
may  be  required  by  law  or  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

(b)   Section  501  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Act  of  1978,  as  amended, 
7  U.S.C.  5691  is  repealed:  Provided,  that  any  official  serving  as  Under 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  International  Affairs  and  Commodity  Programs 
upon  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  after  appointment  by  the  President,  by 
and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  shall  be  considered  thereafter  to 
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be  serving  in  the  successor  position  established  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section, 

and  shall  not  be  required  to  be  reappointed  by  reason  of  the  enactment  of  this 

Act. 

(c)  Section  5314  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  deleting 
"Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  International  Affairs  and  Commodity 
Programs."  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for 
Farm  and  International  Trade  Services.". 

SEC.  102.  (a)   Farm  Service  Agency.    The  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
establish  and  maintain  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture  the  Farm  Service 
Agency  and  to  assign  thereto  such  functions  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropri- 
ate in  connection  with  administration  and  implementation  of  authorities  assigned 
to  the  Secretary  by  law.   The  Secretary  is  authorized  specifically  to  carry  out 
through  such  agency,  or  through  any  other  officer  or  agency  of  the  Department 
as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate,  price  and  income  support  and  other 
related  programs,  except  for  conservation  programs  authorized  to  be  assigned  to 
the  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  by  section  401  of  this  Act;  general 
supervision  of  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation;  and,  notwithstanding 
section  331  of  the  Consolidated  Farm  and  Rural  Development  Act,  7  U.S.C. 
1981,  or  any  other  provision  of  law,  agricultural  credit  programs  formerly  as- 
signed by  law  to  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  including,  but  not  limited  to. 
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farm  ownership,  operating,  emergency  and  disaster  loan  programs  and  other 

lending  programs  for  farmers  and  others  engaged  in  the  production  of 

agricultural  crops.    The  Administrator  of  the  Farm  Service  Agency  or  of  any 

successor  agency,  or  any  other  official  whom  the  Secretary  may  designate,  shall 

also  serve  as  Manager  of  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation. 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  including  the  civil  service  laws,  the 

Secretary  is  authorized  to  utilize  interchangeably,  in  the  implementation  of 

programs  and  activities  assigned  to  the  Farm  Service  Agency  or  any  successor 

agency,  both  Federal  employees  and  employees  of  county  and  area  committees 

established  under  section  8(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 

Act,  16  U.S. C.  590h(b);  and  to  provide  interchangeably  for  supervision  by  any 

such  employees  of  the  performance  of  functions  assigned  to  such  agency. 

(b)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  505  of  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Act, 
7  U.S.C.  1505(a),  is  amended  by  deleting  "the  Under  Secretary  or  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  responsible  for  the  farm  credit  programs  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "one  additional  Under 
or  Assistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  as  designated  by  the  Secretary,". 

(c)  Subsection  (d)  of  section  507  of  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Act, 

7  U.S.C.  1507(d),  is  amended  by  replacing  the  comma  with  a  period  after  the 
words  "section  516  of  this  Act",  and  by  deleting  the  remainder  of  the  subsection. 
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(d)   Section  331(a)  of  the  Consolidated  Farm  and  Rural  Development  Act, 
7  U.S.C.  1981(a),  is  amended  by  deleting  therefrom  "to  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration"  and  all  that  follows  through  the  end  of  the  subsection  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "to  such  officers  or  agencies  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate.". 

SEC.  103.  (a)  State.  County  and  Area  Committees.    The  fifth 
undesignated  paragraph  of  section  8(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act,  16  U.S.C.  590h(b),  is  amended  to  read: 

"In  each  state  the  Secretary  may  appoint  a  state  committee 
composed  of  not  fewer  than  three  nor  more  than  five  members  who  are 
fairly  representative  of  the  farmers  in  the  state  to  serve  at  the  pleasure  of 
the  Secretary  for  such  term  as  the  Secretary  may  establish.   In  each 
county  or  area  in  which  activities  are  carried  out  under  this  section,  the 
Secretary  may  establish  a  county  or  area  committee.    Any  such  committee 
shall  consist  of  five  members  who  are  fairly  representative  of  the  farmers 
in  the  county  or  area,  three  of  whom  shall  be  elected  by  the  farmers  in 
such  county  or  area  under  such  procedures  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe 
and  two  of  whom  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Secretary.   Members  of  each 
county  or  area  committee  shall  serve  for  terms  not  to  exceed  three  years. 
The  Secretary  may  appoint  to  the  state  or  county  or  area  conmiittees  non- 
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farmer  individuals  who  have  experience  or  expertise  in  the  area  of 

agricultural  finance,  management  or  law.    The  Secretary  may  use  the 
services  of  such  committees  in  carrying  out  programs  under  this  section 
and  under  other  authorities  administered  by  the  Secretary  including,  but 
not  limited  to,  sections  332  and  333  of  the  Consolidated  Farm  and  Rural 
Development  Act.   The  Secretary  shall  make  such  regulations  as  the 
Secretary  may  deem  necessary  relating  to  the  selection  and  exercise  of  the 
functions  of  the  respective  committees,  and  to  the  administration  through 
such  committees  of  such  programs.   In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this 
section,  the  Secretary  shall,  insofar  as  practicable,  protect  the  interests  of 
tenants  and  sharecroppers;  is  authorized  to  use  other  approved  agencies; 
shall  accord  such  encouragement  to  producer-owned  and  producer- 
controlled  cooperative  associations  as  will  be  in  harmony  with  the  policy 
toward  cooperative  associations  set  forth  in  existing  acts  of  Congress  and 
as  will  tend  to  promote  efficient  methods  of  marketing  and  distribution; 
shall  not  have  power  to  acquire  any  land  or  any  right  or  interest  therein; 
shall,  in  every  practicable  manner,  protect  the  interests  of  small 
producers;  and  shall  in  every  practical  way  encourage  and  provide  for 
soil-conserving  and  soil-rebuilding  practices.   Rules  and  regulations 
governing  payments  or  grants  under  this  subsection  shall  be  as  simple  and 
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direct  as  possible,  and,  whenever  practicable,  they  shall  be  classified  on 
two  bases:  (a)  Soil-depleting  practices,  (b)  soil-building  practices.". 

(b)  Section  332  of  the  Consolidated  Farm  and  Rural  Development  Act,  as 
amended,  7  U.S.C.  1982,  is  repealed. 

(c)  Section  333  of  the  Consolidated  Farm  and  Rural  Development  Act,  as 
amended,  7  U.S.C.  1983,   is  further  amended  by  deleting  paragraph  (2)  in  its 
entirety  and  renumbering  paragraphs  (3),  (4),  and  (5)  as  paragraphs  (2),  (3), 
and  (4),  respectively. 

SEC.  104.  (a)   International  Trade  Service.   The  Secretary  is  authorized 
to  establish  and  maintain  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture  the  International 
Trade  Service  and  to  assign  thereto  such  functions  as  the  Secretary  may  deem 
appropriate  in  connection  with  administration  and  implementation  of  authorities 
assigned  to  the  Secretary  by  law.   The  Secretary  is  authorized  specifically  to 
carry  out  through  such  agency,  or  through  such  other  officers  or  agencies  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  programs  and 
activities  including,  but  not  limited  to,  acquiring  of  information  pertaining  to 
agricultural  trade,  carrying  out  market  promotion  and  development  activities, 
promotion  of  exports  of  United  States  agricultural  commodities,  administration  of 
international  food  assistance  programs,  and  programs  related  to  international 
development,  technical  assistance  and  training. 
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(b)   Sections  502  and  503  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Act  of  1978, 

7  U.S.C.  5692  and  5693,  are  repealed. 

TITLE  II  -  RURAL  ECONOMIC  AND  COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT 

SEC.  201.  (a)   Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  Rural  Economic  and 

Community  Development.   Section  3(a)  of  the  Rural  Development  Policy  Act  of 

1980,  7  U.S.C.  2211b,  is  hereby  amended  to  read: 

"There  is  hereby  established  in  the  Department  of  Agrculture  the  position 

of  Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  Rural  Economic  and  Community 

Development  to  be  appointed  by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and 

consent  of  the  Senate.   The  Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  Rural 

Economic  and  Conununity  Development  shall  exercise  such  functions  and 

perform  such  duties  related  to  rural  economic  and  community 

development,  and  shall  perform  such  other  duties,  as  may  be  required  by 

law  or  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture." 

(b)  Any  official  serving  as  Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  Small 

Community  and  Rural  Development  upon  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  after 

appointment  by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate, 

shall  be  considered  thereafter  to  be  serving  in  the  successor  position  established 

by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  and  shall  not  be  required  to  be  reappointed  by 

reason  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
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(c)  Section  5314  of  title  5,  United  States  Code  is  amended  by  deleting 

"Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  Small  Community  and  Rural  Development." 

and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  Rural  Economic 

and  Community  Development. " . 

SEC.  202.  (a)  Rural  Utilities  Service.    Notwithstanding  any  other 

provision  of  law,  including  but  not  limited  to  section  364  of  the  Consolidated 

Farm  and  Rural  development  Act,  7  U.S.C.  2006f,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to 

establish  and  maintain  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture  the  Rural  Utilities 

Service,  and  to  assign  thereto  such  functions  as  the  Secretary  may  deem 

appropriate  in  connection  with  administration  of  authorities  assigned  to  the 

Secretary  by  law.   The  Secretary  is  authorized  specifically  to  carry  out  through 

such  agency,  or  through  any  other  officer  or  agency  of  the  Department  as  the 

Secretary  may  deem  appropriate,  electric  and  telephone  loan  programs  and  water 

and  waste  facility  activities  authorized  under  statutes  including,  but  not  limited 

to,  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  7  U.S.C.  901  et  seq..  and  section  2322 

of  the  Food,  Agriculture,  Conservation,  and  Trade  Act  of  1990, 

7  U.S.C.  1926-1;  and  those  water  and  waste  facility  programs  and  activities 

authorized  under  statutes  including,  but  not  limited  to,  sections  306,  306A, 

306B,  306C,  309  and  309A  (regarding  assets  and  programs  related  to  water  and 

sewer  programs),  310B(b)(2),  and  342  of  the  Consolidated  Farm  and  Rural 
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Development  Act,  7  U.S.C.  1926,  1926a,  1926b,  1926c,  1929,  1929a, 

1932(b)(2)  and  1013a,  and  section  2324  of  the  Food,  Agriculture,  Conservation, 

and  Trade  Act  of  1990,  7  U.S.C.  1926  note. 

(b)  The  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936  is  amended: 

(1)  in  section  1,  7  U.S.C.  901,  by  deleting  the  first  sentence; 

(2)  in  section  2,  7  U.S.C.  902,  by  deleting  "Administrator"  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "Secretary  of  Agriculmre"; 

(3)  in  subsection  (a)  of  section  3,  7  U.S.C.  903(a),  by  deleting 
"Administrator,  upon  the  request  and  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture," 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Secretary"; 

(4)  in  in  subsection  (a)  of  section  3,  7  U.S.C.  903(a),  by  deleting 
"Administrator  appointed  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act  or  from  the 
Administrator  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Administration  established  by 
Executive  Order  Nimibered  7037"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Secretary"; 

(5)  in  section  8,  7  U.S.C.  908,  by  deleting  "Administrator  authorized  to 
be  appointed  by  this  Act"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Secretary";  and  by 
deleting  "Rural  Electrification  Administration  created  by  this  Act"  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "Secretary"; 

(6)  by  deleting  section  11  A,  7  U.S.C.  911a; 
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(7)  in  section  13,  7  U.S.C.  913,  by  insening  immediately  before  the 
period  at  the  end  thereof  ";  the  term  'Secretary'  shall  be  deemed  to  mean  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculmre"; 

(8)  in  section  15,  7U.S.C.  915,  by  deleting  "Rural  Electrification 
Administration"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Secretary"; 

(9)  in  sections  206(b)(2),  306A(b),  311,  and  405(b)(1)(A), 

7  U.S.C.  927(b)(2),  936a(b),  and  945(b)(1)(A),  by  deleting  "Rural  Electrification 
Administration"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Secretary"; 

(10)  in  section  403(b),  7  U.S.C.  943(b),  by  deleting  "Rural  Electrification 
Administration  or  of  any  other  agency  of  the  Department  of  Agriculmre,"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Secretary"; 

(11)  in  section  404,  7  U.S.C.  944,  by  deleting  "the  Administrator  of  the 
Rural  Electrification  Administration"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  shall  designate  an  official  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  who"; 

(12)  in  sections  406(c)  and  410,  7  U.S.C.  946(c)  and  950,  by  deleting 
"Administrator  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Administration"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "Secretary";  and 

(13)  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  subsection,  by  deleting  the  term 
"Administrator"  wherever  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Secretary". 
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(c)  Section  236(a)  of  the  Disaster  Relief  Act,  1970,  7  U.S.C.  912a,  is 
amended  by  deleting  "Rural  Electrification  Administration"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "Secretary  pursuant  to  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936". 

(d)  Section  401  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1938,  52  Stat.  818, 
7  U.S.C.  903  note,  is  amended  in  the  second  paragraph  by  deleting 
"Administrator  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Administration"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "Secretary  of  Agriculmre". 

(e)  Title  XXIII,  Subtitle  D,  Chapter  1  (Distance  Learning  and  Medical 
Link  Programs),  of  Public  Law  101-624,  7  U.S.C.  950aaa  et  seg^,  is  amended 
by  deleting  paragraph  (1)  of  section  2333,  and  by  deleting  "Administrator" 
wherever  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Secretary". 

SEC.  203.  Rural  Community  Development  Service.   Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law,  including  but  not  limited  to  section  364  of  the 
Consolidated  Farm  and  Rural  Development  Act,  as  amended,  7  U.S.C.  2006f, 
the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  establish  and  maintain  within  the  Department  of 
Agriculmre  the  Rural  Community  Development  Service,  and  to  assign  thereto 
such  functions  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  in  connection  with 
administration  of  authorities  assigned  to  the  Secretary  by  law.    The  Secretary  is 
authorized  specifically  to  carry  out  through  such  agency,  or  through  any  other 
officer  or  agency  of  the  Department  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate. 
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programs  and  activities  under  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 

42  U.S.C.  1471,  et  seq.:  programs  and  activities  authorized  by  statutes 

including,  but  not  limited  to,  section  310B(i)  of  the  Consolidated  Farm  and  Rural 

Development  Act,  as  amended  ,  7  U.S.C.  1932(i);  and  those  programs  and 

activities  which  relate  to  rural  community  lending  programs  including,  but  not 

limited  to,  those  authorized  by  sections  365  through  369  of  the  Consolidated 

Farm  and  Rural  Development  Act,  as  amended,  7  U.S.C.  2008  -2008d. 

SEC.  204.  Rural  Business  and  Cooperative  Development  Service. 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  including  but  not  limited  to  section 

364  of  the  Consolidated  farm  and  Rural  Development  Act,  as  amended, 

7  U.S.C.  2006f,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  establish  and  maintain  within  the 

Department  of  Agricultjre  the  Rural  Business  and  Cooperative  Development 

Service,  and  to  assign  thereto  such  functions  as  the  Secretary  may  deem 

appropriate  in  coimection  with  administration  of  authorities  assigned  to  the 

Secretary  by  law.    The  Secretary  is  authorized  specifically  to  carry  out  through 

such  agency,  or  through  any  other  officer  or  agency  of  the  Department  as  the 

Secretary  may  deem  appropriate,  programs  and  activities  relating  to  rural 

business  development  authorized  by  statutes  including,  but  not  limited  to, 

sections  12  and  312  and  title  V  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as 

amended,  7  U.S.C.  912,  940b,  and  950aa  et  seg;  Title  XVI,  Subtitle  G,  of  the 
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Food,  Agriculture,  Conservation,  and  Trade  Act  of  1990,  7  U.S.C.  5901  -  5908; 

sections  306(a)(1)  and  310B  of  the  Consolidated  Farm  and  Rural  Development 

Act,  as  amended,  7  U.S.C.  1926(a)(1)  and  1932;  section  1323  of  the  Food 

Security  Act  of  1985,  98  Stat.  1534;  and  the  Cooperative  Marketing  Act  of 

1926,  7  U.S.C.  451-457. 

TITLE  III  -  FOOD,  NUTRITION  AND  CONSUMER  SERVICES 

SEC.  301.  (a)   Under  Secretary  of  Agriculmre  for  Food.  Nutrition  and 

Consumer  Services.    There  is  hereby  established  in  the  Department  of 

Agriculture  the  position  of  Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  Food,  Nutrition 

and  Consumer  Services  to  be  appointed  by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice 

and  consent  of  the  Senate.   The  Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  Food, 

Nutrition  and  Consumer  Services  shall  exercise  such  functions  and  perform  such 

duties  related  to  food,  nutrition,  and  consumer  services,  and  shall  perform  such 

other  duties,  as  may  be  required  by  law  or  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of 

Agriculture. 

(b)  Any  official  serving  as  Assistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  Food  and 

Consumer  Services  upon  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  after  appointment  by 

the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  shall  be 

considered  thereafter  to  be  serving  in  the  successor  position  established  by 
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subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  and  shall  not  be  required  to  be  reappointed  by 
reason  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(c)  Section  5314  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  at 
the  end  thereof  "Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  Food,  Nutrition  and 
Consumer  Services. " . 

SEC.  302.  Food  and  Consumer  Service.    The  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
establish  and  maintain  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture  the  Food  and 
Consumer  Service,  and  to  assign  thereto  such  functions  as  the  Secretary  may 
deem  appropriate  in  cormection  with  administration  of  authorities  assigned  to  the 
Secretary  by  law.   The  Secretary  is  authorized  specifically  to  carry  out  through 
such  agency,  or  through  any  other  officer  or  agency  of  the  Department  as  the 
Secretary  may  deem  appropriate,  programs  and  activities  authorized  under 
stamtes  including,  but  not  limited  to,  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1977,  as  amended, 
7  U.S.C.  2011  et  sea,;  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  42  U.S.C.  1751  et  seq.: 
and  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966,  42  U.S.C.  1771  et  seq. 

SEC.  303.  Nutrition  Research  and  Education  Service.    The  Secretary  is 
authorized  to  establish  and  maintain  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture  the 
Nutrition  Research  and  Education  Service,  and  to  assign  thereto  such  functions  as 
the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  in  connection  with  administration 
ofauthorities  assigned  to  the  Secretary  by  law.   The  Secretary  is  authorized 
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specifically  to  carry  out  through  such  agency,  or  through  any  other  officer  or 
agency  of  the  Department  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate,  programs  and 
activities  relating  to  human  nutrition  research  and  education. 

TITLE  IV  -  NATURAL  RESOURCES  AND  ENVIRONMENT 
SEC.  401.  (a)  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service.   The  Secretary  is 
authorized  to  establish  and  maintain  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture  the 
Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service,  and  to  assign  thereto  such  functions  as 
the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  in  connection  with  administration  of 
authorities  assigned  to  the  Secretary  by  law.   The  Secretary  is  authorized 
specifically  to  carry  out  through  such  agency,  or  through  any  other  officer  or 
agency  of  the  Department  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate,  programs  and 
activities  authorized  under  stamtes  including,  but  not  limited  to,  title  X  of  the 
Agriculmral  Act  of  1970,  16U.S.C.  ISOlet  seq.:  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act,  16  U.S. C.  590a  et  sea^;  the  Water  Bank  Act,  16 
U.S.C.  1301  et  seq.:  section  4  of  the  Cooperative  Forestry  Act  of  1978,  16 
U.S.C.  2103;  title  Xn  of  the  Food  Security  Act  of  1985, 
16  U.S.C.  3801  et  sea.;  tiUe  IV  of  the  Agricultural  Credit  Act  of  1978, 
16  U.S.C.  2201-2205;  and  section  202(c)  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity 
Control  Act,  43  U.S.C.  1592(c). 
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(b)  Section  5  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act, 

16  U.S.C.  590e,  is  repealed. 

(c)  The  Soil  and  Water  Resources  Conservation  Act  of  1977,  is  amended: 

(1)  in  section  2,  16  U.S.C.  2001,  by  deleting  "the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  of"; 

(2)  in  paragraph  (2)  of  section  3,  16  U.S.C.  2002  (2),  by  deleting 
"through  the  Soil  Conservation  Service";  and 

(3)  in  subsection  (a)  of  section  6,  16  U.S.C.  2005(a),  by  deleting  "Soil 
Conservation  Service"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Secretary". 

TITLE  V  -  MARKETING  AND  INSPECTION  SERVICES 
SEC.  501.  (a)  Grain  Inspection.  Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration. 
The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  establish  and  maintain  within  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  the  Grain  Inspection,  Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration  and  to 
assign  thereto  such  functions  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  in 
connection  with  administration  of  authorities  assigned  to  the  Secretary  by  law. 
The  Secretary  is  authorized  specifically  to  carry  out  through  such  agency,  or 
through  any  other  officer  or  agency  of  the  Department  as  the  Secretary  may 
deem  appropriate,  programs  and  activities  authorized  under  the  United  States 
Grain  Standards  Act,  as  amended,  7  U.S.C.  71  et  seg;  and  the  Packers  and 
Stockyards  Act,  1921,  as  amended,  7  U.S.C.  181  et  seq.. 
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(b)  The  United  States  Grain  Standards  Act,  as  amended,  7  U.S.C.  71  et 
seq..  is  further  amended: 

(1)  in  section  3,  by  deleting  subsections  (z)  and  (aa),  7  U.S.C.  75(z)  and 
(aa); 

(2)  by  deleting  section  3A,  7  U.S.C.  75a; 

(3)  in  section  5(a)(3),  7  U.S.C.  77(a)(3),  by  deleting  "Service  employees" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "employees  of  the  Secretary"; 

(4)  in  sections  70)(2)  and  7A(1)(2),  7  U.S.C.  790)(2)  and  79a(l)(2), 
respectively,  by  deleting  "supervision  by  Service  personnel  of  its  field  office 
personnel"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "supervision  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Secretary's  field  office  personnel"; 

(5)  in  section  12(c),  7  U.S.C.  87a(c),  by  deleting  "or  Administrator"; 

(6)  in  section  12(d),  7  U.S.C.  87a(d),  by  deleting  "or  the  Administrator"; 
and 

(7)  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  subsection,  by  deleting 
"Administrator"  and  "Service"  wherever  they  appear  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"Secretary". 

(c)  Section  407  of  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act,  1921,  as  amended, 
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7  U.S.C.  228,  is  further  amended  by  deleting  subsection  (b)  and  redesignating 

subsections  (c),  (d),  (e),  and  (f),  as  subsections  (b),  (c),  (d),  and  (e), 

respectively. 

TITLE  VI  -  RESEARCH,  ECONOMICS  AND  EDUCATION 

SEC.  601.  Agricultural  Research  and  Education  Service.    The  Secretary  is 
authorized  to  establish  and  maintain  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture  the 
Agricultural  Research  and  Education  Service  and  to  assign  thereto  such  functions 
as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  in  coimection  with  administration  of 
authorities  assigned  to  the  Secretary  by  law.    The  Secretary  is  authorized 
specifically  to  carry  out  through  such  agency,  or  through  any  other  officer  or 
agency  of  the  Department  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate,  programs  and 
activities  authorized  by  statutes  relating  to  agricultural  research  functions, 
cooperative  research  programs,  agricultural  extension  and  education  programs, 
and  the  provision  of  agricultural  information  and  library  services. 

SEC.  602.  Agricultural  Economics  Service.    The  Secretary  is  authorized 
to  establish  and  maintain  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture  the  Agricultural 
Economics  Service  and  to  assign  thereto  such  functions  as  the  Secretary  may 
deem  appropriate  in  coimection  with  administration  of  authorities  assigned  to  the 
Secretary  by  law.   The  Secretary  is  authorized  specifically  to  carry  out  through 
such  agency,  or  through  any  other  officer  or  agency  of  the  Department  as  the 
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Secretary  may  deem  appropriate,  programs  and  activities  authorized  by  statutes 
relating  to  economic  analysis  and  research  functions  and  energy-related 
programs. 

SEC.  603.  National  Agricultural  Statistics  Service.  The  Secretary  is 
authorized  to  establish  and  maintain  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture  the 
National  Agricultural  Statistics  Service  and  to  assign  thereto  such  functions  as  the 
Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  in  connection  with  administration  of  authorities 
assigned  to  the  Secretary  by  law.   The  Secretary  is  authorized  specifically  to 
carry  out  through  such  agency,  or  through  any  other  officer  or  agency  of  the 
Department  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate,  programs  and  activities 
relating  to  the  preparation  and  reporting  of  crop  and  livestock  estimates  and 
agricultural  statistics. 

TITLE  VII  -  ANCILLARY  PROVISIONS 

SEC.  701.  (a)  Assistant  Secretaries  of  Agriculture. 
There  are  established  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  six  Assistant  Secretaries 
of  Agriculture,  each  to  be  appointed  by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  Senate.   Each  Assistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  exercise 
such  functions  and  perform  such  duties  as  may  be  required  by  law  or  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and  shall  receive  compensation  at  the  rate  now 
or  hereafter  prescribed  by  law  for  Assistant  Secretaries  of  Agriculture. 
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(b)  The  following  provisions  are  hereby  repealed— 

(1)  Section  2  of  the  Act  of  February  9,  1889,  as  amended, 

7U.S.C.  2212; 

(2)  Section  2  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953,  5   U.S.C.  App; 

(3)  Section  604(a)  of  the  Rural  Development  Act  of  1972, 

7  U.S.C.  2212a; 

(4)  Section  2  of  Public  Law  No.  94-561,  October  19,  1976, 

7  U.S.C.  2212b; 

(5)  Subsection  (d)  of  section  1413  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of 

1977,  as  amended,  7  U.S.C.  3128  (d);  and 

(6)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  8  of  the  International  Carriage  of  Perishable 

Foodstuffs  Act,  7  U.S.C  2212c. 

(c)  Notwithstanding  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section,  any  officials 
serving  in  any  of  the  positions  authorized  by  those  provisions  upon  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act,  after  appointment  by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice 
and  consent  of  the  Senate,  shall  be  considered  thereafter  to  be  serving  in  the 
successor  positions  established  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  and  shall  not  be 
required  to  be  reappointed  by  reason  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(d)  Section  5315  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  deleting 
"Assistant  Secretaries  of  Agriculture  (7)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Assistant 
Secretaries  of  Agriculture  (6)". 
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SEC.  702.  Repeal  of  Obsolete  Provisions.    Section  5316  of  title  5,  United 

States  Code,  is  amended  by  deleting  therefrom: 

(1)  "Administrator,  Agricultural  Marketing  Service,  Department  of 
Agriculture."; 

(2)  "Administrator,  Agricultural  Research  Service,  Department  of 
Agriculture."; 

(3)  "Administrator,  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 
Service,  Department  of  Agriculture."; 

(4)  "Administrator,  Farmers  Home  Administration."; 

(5)  "Administrator,  Foreign  Agricultural  Service,  Department  of 
Agriculture."; 

(6)  "Administrator,  Rural  Electrification  Administration, 
Department  of  Agriculture."; 

(7)  "Administrator,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  Department  of 
Agriculmre."; 

(8)  "Chief  Forester  of  the  Forest  Service,  Department  of 
Agriculture."; 

(9)  "Director  of  Science  and  Education,  Department  of 
Agriculture."; 

(10)  "Administrator,  Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection  Service, 
Department  of  Agriculture.";  and 

(11)  "Administrator,  Federal  Grain  Inspection  Service,  Department 
of  Agriculture. " . 
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Department  of  Agriculture  Reorganization  Act  of  1993 

Section-by-Section  Analysis 

Section  1.   Short  Title.   Section  1  provides  that  the  bill  may  be  referred  to  as 
the  "Department  of  Agriculture  Reorganization  Act  of  1993." 

Section  2.   Findings  and  Purpose.   Contains  the  proposed  Congressional 
findings  and  purpose  of  the  bill.   In  this  section,  the  Congress  finds  that  over  a  period 
of  years  numerous  provisions  have  been  enacted  which  constrain  the  authority  of  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculmre  to  organize  and  manage  efficiently  the  programs  and  activities 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculmre.   The  purpose  of  the  bill  is  declared  to  be  to  remove 
such  constraints  and  afford  the  Secretary  full  authority  to  organize  and  manage  the 
Department  more  effectively  and  economically. 

Section  3.    Transfer  of  Functions  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.    Except  for 
the  authorities  relating  to  the  responsibilities  of  the  Department's  administrative  law 
judges  and  the  functions  of  corporations  of  the  Department  of  Agriculmre,  their 
boards  of  directors  and  officers,  and  the  Advisory  Board  of  the  Commodity  Ciedit 
Corporation,  this  section  would  transfer  to  the  Secretary  all  functions  of  all  other 
officers,  agencies,  offices,  and  employees  of  the  Department  of  Agriculmre  which  are 
not  presently  vested  in  the  Secretary.   Thus  stamtory  authorities  which  presently  run 
to  other  officials  of  the  Department,  such  as  those  under  the  United  States  Grain 
Standards  Act,  the  Consolidated  Farm  and  Rural  Development  Act,  and  the  Rural 
Electrification  Act  of  1936,  would  be  transferred  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculmre.   The 
independence  of  the  administrative  law  judges  and  the  Inspector  General,  and  the 
essential  functions  of,  for  example,  the  Chief  Financial  Officer,  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  (CCC),  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  (FCIC),  and  the  Rural 
Telephone  Bank  (RTB)  would  not  be  dismrbed.    The  Secretary  would  be  directed  to 
make  the  operation  of  the  Department  of  Agriculmre  efficient  and  to  improve  access  at 
the  local  level  to  the  farm  and  other  programs  of  the  Department.   The  Secretary 
would  be  authorized  to  assign  to  any  officer,  agency,  office,  or  employee  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculmre  any  function  of  the  Secretary,  including  any  function 
transferred  to  the  Secretary  by  this  bill  and  to  change  such  assignments  at  any  time. 
Finally,  the  Secretary  would  be  authorized,  from  time  to  time  as  occasion  demanded, 
to  transfer  within  the  Department  of  Agriculmre  any  of  the  records,  property, 
personnel  and  unexpended  balances  of  funds  necessary  to  carry  out  functions 
transferred  or  delegated  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  bill;  subject  only  to  the 
condition  that  unexpended  balances  so  transferred  may  be  used  only  for  the  purposes 
for  which  the  funds  were  originally  made  available. 

Section  4.  National  Appeals  Division.    This  section  would  authorize  the 
Secretary  to  establish  a  single  National  Appeals  Division  to  handle  under  a  single  set 
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of  rules  administrative  appeals  arising  under  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  the 
Consolidated  Farm  and  Rural  Develoment  Act,  and  any  other  statute  conferring 
authorities  upon  the  Secretary  or  the  Department  of  Agriculture.    The  Secretary  would 
be  authorized  to  make  final  decisions  in  appeals,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  appeals 
filed  under  section  426  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  or  section  333B  of  the 
Consolidated  Farm  and  Rural  Development  Act,  or  to  delegate  authority  to  make  such 
final  decisions  to  the  person  charged  with  direction  of  the  National  Appeals  Division. 
However,  this  section  provides  explicitly  that  the  rights  of  program  participants  under 
section  426  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  and  section  333B  of  the  Consolidated 
Farm  and  Rural  Development  Act  would  not  be  limited  or  abridged  by  this  section. 

TITLE  I  -  FARM  AND  INTERNATIONAL  TRADE  SERVICES 

Section  101.    Under  Secretary  of  Agriculmre  for  Farm  and  International  Trade 
Services.    This  section  would  establish  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture  the  new 
position  of  Under  Secretary  of  Agriculnire  for  Farm  and  International  Trade  Services 
to  be  appointed  by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate. 
The  incumbent  in  the  new  position  would  be  authorized  to  exercise  such  functions  and 
perform  such  duties  related  to  farm  and  international  trade  services  and  such  other 
duties  as  may  be  required  by  law  or  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.    It  is 
envisioned  that  the  new  Under  Secretary  would  be  responsible  for  supervision  of  two 
new  agencies  to  be  created  within  the  Department,  the  Farm  Service  Agency  and  the 
International  Trade  Service,  and  for  streamlining  and  making  more  efficient  the 
Department's  area  and  county  office  structure.   The  two  new  agencies  would  assume 
respwjnsibility  for  functions  presently  carried  out  by  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service,  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation,  the  Foreign 
Agricultural  Service,  the  Office  of  International  Cooperation  and  Development,  and 
farmer  program  functions  of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  (FmHA).    This  section 
of  the  bill  would  provide  for  the  incumbent  Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for 
International  Affairs  and  Commodity  Programs  to  succeed  to  the  new  position  without 
renomination  by  the  President,  reconfirmation  by  the  Senate,  or  change  in 
compensation  and  would  repeal  statutory  provisions  creating,  and  providing  for  the 
compensation  of,  the  position  of  Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  International 
Affairs  and  Commodity  Programs. 

Section  102.  Farm  Service  Agency.    This  section  would  authorize  the  Secretary 
to  establish  and  maintain  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture  a  new  Farm  Service 
Agency  and  to  assign  thereto  such  functions  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate, 
including  price  and  income  support  and  related  programs  (other  than  conservation 
programs  which  would  be  authorized  to  be  assigned  to  the  Natural  Resources 
Conservation  Service  by  section  401  of  the  bill);  agricultural  credit  programs  formerly 
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assigned  by  law  to  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  including,  but  not  limited  to, 
farm  ownership,  operating,  emergency  and  disaster  loan  programs;  and  general 
supervision  of  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation.    The  Secretary  would  be 
authorized  to  designate  the  Administrator  of  the  Farm  Service  Agency  to  serve  as 
Manager  of  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation.   The  Consolidated  Farm  and 
Rural  Development  Act  would  be  amended  to  accommodate  the  transfer  to  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  by  section  3  of  the  bill  of  responsibilities  conferred  by  that 
Act  upon  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  and  its  Administrator.    Additional 
amendments  would  be  made  to  the  Consolidated  Farm  and  Rural  Development  Act 
and  to  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Act  to  facilitate  transfer  of  responsibilities  and  to 
maintain  at  seven  the  number  of  directors  on  the  board  of  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance 
Corporation. 

Section  103.  State.  County  and  Area  Committees.    This  section  would  amend 
section  8(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  to  authorize  the 
Secretary  to:  (1)  appoint  in  each  state  a  state  committee  composed  of  not  fewer  than 
three  nor  more  than  five  members  who  are  fairly  representative  of  the  farmers  who 
are  legal  residents  of  the  state  to  serve  at  the  pleasure  of  the  Secretary  for  such  term 
as  the  Secretary  may  establish;  and  (2)  establish  in  each  county  or  area  in  which 
activities  are  carried  out  under  section  8  a  five  member  county  or  area  committee, 
three  of  whose  members  would  be  elected  by  the  farmers  in  such  county  or  area  and 
two  appointed  by  the  Secretary.    Members  of  each  county  or  area  committee  would 
serve  for  terms  not  to  exceed  three  years;  and  the  Secretary  would  be  authorized  to 
use  the  services  of  such  committees  in  carrying  out  any  program  or  function 
administered  by  the  Secretary  including,  but  not  limited  to,  those  of  county 
committees  under  the  Consolidated  Farm  and  Rural  Development  Act.    The  provisions 
of  the  Consolidated  Farm  and  Rural  Development  Act  which  require  separate  county 
committees  for  FmHA  purposes  and  require  such  conunittees  to  certify  the  eligibility 
of  FmHA  borrowers  would  be  repealed. 

Section  104.  International  Trade  Service.    This  section  would  authorize  the 
Secretary  to  establish  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture  a  new  International  Trade 
Service  and  to  assign  to  this  new  agency  such  functions  as  the  Secretary  may  deem 
appropriate,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  acquiring  information  pertaining  to 
agricultural  trade,  carrying  out  market  promotion  and  development  activities, 
promotion  of  exports  of  United  States  agricultural  commodities,  administration  of 
international  food  assistance  programs,  and  programs  related  to  international 
development,  technical  assistance  and  training.    Sections  502  and  503  of  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Act  of  1978,  which  establish,  and  outline  the  responsibilities  of, 
the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  would  be  repealed. 


127 


TITLE  II  -  RURAL  ECONOMIC  AND  COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT 

Section  20  L  Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  Rural  Economic  and 
Community  Development.    This  section  would  amend  section  3(a)  of  the  Rural 
Development  Policy  Act  of  1980  to  establish  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture  the 
new  position  of  Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  Rural  Economic  and  Community 
Development  to  be  appointed  by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of 
the  Senate.   The  incumbent  in  the  new  position  would  be  authorized  to  exercise  such 
functions  and  perform  such  duties  related  to  rural  economic  and  community 
development  and  such  other  duties  as  may  be  required  by  law  or  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture.   It  is  envisioned  that  the  new  Under  Secretary  would  be 
responsible  for  supervision  of  three  new  agencies  to  be  created  within  the  Department, 
the  Rural  Utilities  Service,  the  Rural  Community  Development  Service,  and  die  Rural 
Business  and  Cooperative  Development  Service.   These  new  agencies  would  assume 
responsibility  for  programs  presently  carried  out  by  the  Rural  Electrification 
Administration,  the  Rural  Development  Administration,  the  Agricultural  Cooperative 
Service,  and  the  Alternative  Agricultural  Research  and  Commercialization  Center,  as 
well  as  rural  housing  and  other  non-farmer  programs  of  the  FmHA.    This  section  of 
the  bill  would  provide  for  the  incumbent  Under  Secretary  of  Agriculnire  for  Small 
Community  and  Rural  Development  to  succeed  to  the  new  position  without 
renomination  by  the  President,  reconfirmation  by  the  Senate,  or  change  in 
compensation  and  would  repeal  stamtory  provisions  creating,  and  providing  for  the 
compensation  of,  the  position  of  Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  Small  Community 
and  Rural  Development. 

Section  202.  Rural  Utilities  Service.    This  section  would  authorize  the  Secretary 
to  establish  and  maintain  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture  a  new  Rural  Utilities 
Service,  and  to  assign  thereto  such  functions  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  electric  and  telephone  loan  programs  and  water  and 
waste  facility  programs  and  activities  authorized  under  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of 
1936,  the  Consolidated  Farm  and  Rural  Development  Act,  and  section  2322  of  the 
Food,  Agriculmre,  Conservation,  and  Trade  Act  of  1990.    This  section  would  also 
make  sundry  amendments  to  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936  and  related  statutes 
required  to  accommodate  the  transfer  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  by  section  3  of 
the  bill  of  responsibilities  conferred  by  those  stamtes  upon  the  Rural  Electrification 
Administration  and  its  Administrator. 

Section  203.  Rural  Community  Development  Service.    This  section  would 
authorize  the  Secretary  to  establish  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture  a  new  Rural 
Community  Development  Service,  and  to  assign  to  the  new  agency  such  functions  as 
the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  including,  but  not  limited  to,  rural  housing 
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programs  conducted  under  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949;  and  loans  for  business 
telecommunications  partnerships  and  rural  community  lending  programs  authorized 
under  sections  310B(i)  and  365  through  369  of  the  Consolidated  Farm  and  Rural 
Development  Act. 

Section  204.  Rural  Business  and  Cooperative  Development  Service.    This 
section  would  authorize  the  Secretary  to  establish  within  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  a  new  Rural  Business  and  Cooperative  Development  Service  and  assign  to 
the  new  agency  such  functions  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  relating  to  rural 
business  and  cooperative  development  authorized  by  statutes  including,  but  not  limited 
to,  sections  12  and  312  and  title  V  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936;  Title  XVI, 
Subtitle  G  of  the  Food,  Agriculture,  Conservation,  and  Trade  Act  of  1990;  sections 
306(a)(1)  and  31  OB  of  the  Consolidated  Farm  and  Rural  Development  Act;  section 
1323  of  the  Food  Security  Act  of  1985,  and  the  Cooperative  Marketing  Act  of  1926. 

TITLE  III  -  FOOD,  NUTRITION  AND  CONSUMER  SERVICES 

Section  301.  Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  Food.  Nutrition  and  Consumer 
Services.    In  recognition  of  the  importance  of  the  Food  Stamp  Program  and  other 
feeding  programs  which  account  for  over  half  of  the  Department's  annual  budget,  this 
section  would  establish  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture  the  new  position  of 
Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  Food,  Nutrition  and  Consumer  Services  to  be 
appointed  by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate.   The 
incumbent  in  the  new  position  would  be  authorized  to  exercise  such  functions  and 
perform  such  duties  related  to  food,  nutrition  and  consumer  services  and  such  other 
duties  as  may  be  required  by  law  or  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.    It  is 
envisioned  that  the  new  Under  Secretary  would  be  responsible  for  supervision  of  two 
new  agencies  to  be  created  within  the  Department,  the  Food  and  Consumer  Service 
and  the  Nutrition  Research  and  Education  Service.    These  new  agencies  would  assume 
the  responsibilities  presently  carried  out  by  the  Food  and  Nutrition  Service,  the 
Human  Nutrition  Information  Service,  and  the  Office  of  the  Consumer  Advisor.  This 
section  of  the  bill  would  provide  for  the  incumbent  Assistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
for  Food  and  Consumer  Services  to  succeed  to  the  new  position  without  renomination 
by  the  President  or  reconfirmation  by  the  Senate.    The  incumbent's  compensation 
would  be  increased  from  that  of  Executive  Level  IV  to  Executive  Level  III. 

Section  302.  Food  and  Consumer  Service.    This  section  would  authorize  the 
Secretary  to  establish  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture  a  new  Food  and  Consumer 
Service  and  to  assign  to  the  new  agency  such  functions  as  the  Secretary  may  deem 
appropriate  including,  but  not  limited  to,  administration  of  the  Food  Stamp  Program, 


129 


the  National  School  Lunch  Program,  and  the  programs  carried  out  under  authority  of 
the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966. 

Section  303.  Nutrition  Research  and  Education  Service.    This  section  would 
authorize  the  Secretary  to  establish  and  maintain  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
a  new  Nutrition  Research  and  Education  Service,  and  to  assign  to  the  new  agency 
such  functions  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  including  specifically  programs 
and  activities  relating  to  human  nutrition  research  and  education. 

TITLE  rv  -  NATURAL  RESOURCES  AND  ENVIRONMENT 

Section  401   Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service.   This  section  would 
authorize  the  Secretary  to  establish  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture  a  new 
Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  and  to  assign  to  the  new  agency  such 
functions  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  including,  but  not  limited  to, 
programs  carried  out  under  title  X  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1970;  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act;  the  Water  Bank  Act;  section  4  of  the 
Cooperative  Forestry  Act  of  1978;  Title  XII  of  the  Food  Security  Act  of  1985;  Title 
IV  of  the  Agricultural  Credit  Act  of  1978;  and  section  202(c)  of  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  Salinity  Control  Act.    Section  5  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act  would  be  repealed  and  the  Soil  and  Water  Resources  Conservation  Act 
of  1977  would  be  amended  to  accommodate  the  transfer  to  the  Secretary  by  section  3 
of  the  bill  of  the  authorities  presently  carried  out  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service. 

TITLE  V  -  MARKETING  AND  INSPECTION  SERVICES 

Section  501.  Grain  Inspection.  Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration.    This 
section  would  authorize  the  Secretary  to  establish  within  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  a  new  Grain  Inspection,  Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration  and  to 
assign  thereto  such  functions  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  including  grain 
inspection,  weighing,  and  standardization  programs  and  activities  authorized  under  the 
United  States  Grain  Standards  Act;  and  regulation  of  packers,  stockyards,  livestock 
market  agencies  and  dealers,  and  statutory  trusts  authorized  under  the  Packers  and 
Stockyards  Act,  1921.  The  United  States  Grain  Standards  Act  would  be  amended  to 
accommodate  the  transfer  to  the  Secretary  by  section  3  of  the  bill  of  the 
responsibilities  conferred  by  that  Act  upon  the  Federal  Grain  Inspection  Service  and 
its  Administrator;  and  section  407  of  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act,  1921,  would  be 
amended,  to  delete  the  requirement  that  the  Secretary  maintain  within  the  Department 
a  separate  unit  to  administer  and  enforce  the  provisions  of  that  Act  relating  to  packers. 
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TITLE  VI  -  RESEARCH,  ECONOMICS  AND  EDUCATION 

Section  601.  Agricultural  Reseach  and  Education  Service.    This  section  would 
authorize  the  Secretary  to  establish  within  the  Department  of  Agriculuire  a  new 
Agricultural  Research  and  Education  Service  and  to  assign  to  the  new  agency  such 
functions  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate,  including  specifically  programs  and 
activities  authorized  by  statutes  relating  to  agriculoiral  research,  cooperative  research 
programs,  agricultural  extension  and  education  programs,  and  the  provision  of 
agricultural  information  and  library  services.    It  is  envisioned  that  the  new  agency 
would  assume  responsibility  for  programs  presently  carried  out  by  the  Agricultural 
Research  Service,  the  Cooperative  State  Research  Service,  the  Extension  Service,  and 
the  National  Agricultural  Library. 

Section  602 .  Agricultural  Economics  Service.    This  section  would  authorize 
the  Secretary  to  establish  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture  a  new  Agriculmral 
Economics  Service  and  to  assign  to  the  new  agency  such  functions  as  the  Secretary 
may  deem  appropriate,  including  programs  and  activities  authorized  by  statutes 
relating  to  economic  analysis  and  research  and  energy-related  programs.    It  is 
envisioned  that  the  new  agency  would  assume  responsibility  for  functions  presently 
carried  out  by  the  Economic  Research  Service  and  the  Office  of  Energy. 

Section  603.    National  Agricultural  Statistics  Service.    This  section  would 
authorize  the  Secretary  to  maintain  within  the  Department  the  National  Agricultural 
Statistics  Service  and  to  assign  to  that  agency  such  functions  as  the  Secretary  may 
deem  appropriate,  including  programs  and  activities  relating  to  the  preparation  and 
reporting  of  crop  and  livestock  estimates  and  agricultural  statistics. 

TITLE  VII  -  ANCILLARY  PROVISIONS 

Section  701.  Assistant  Secretaries  of  Agriculture.    This  section  would  repeal  six 
statutory  provisions  enacted  over  a  period  of  many  years  which  establish  within  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  a  total  of  seven  positions  of  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  appointed  by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Senate.    These  disparate  provisions  would  be  replaced  by  a  single  statute  authorizing 
six  Assistant  Secretaries  of  Agriculture  without  specific  portfolios,  similarly  apf)oinied 
and  confirmed,  to  perform  such  duties  as  may  be  required  by  law  or  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  to  be  compensated  at  the  rate  prescribed  by  law  for 
Assistant  Secretaries  of  Agriculture.   The  seventh  Assistant  Secretary  would  be 
replaced  by  the  new  Under  Secretary  for  Food,  Nutrition  and  Consumer  Services 
established  by  section  301  of  the  bill.    Any  officials  serving  after  appointment  by  the 
President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  upon  the  date  of 
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enactment  of  this  Act  in  any  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  positions  for  which  authority 
would  be  repealed  by  this  section  would  be  considered  thereafter  to  be  serving  in  the 
successor  positions  established  by  this  section  and  would  not  be  required  to  be 
reappointed  by  reason  of  the  enactment  of  the  bill. 

Section  702.  Repeal  of  Obsolete  Provisions.   This  section  would  delete  from 
section  5316  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  reference  to  eight  positions  within  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  for  which  compensation  is  now  provided  not  under  5 
U.S.C.  5316  but  under  the  Civil  Service  Reform  Act  of  1978.   The  provisions  have 
for  some  time  been  obsolete  and  should  be  removed  from  the  United  States  Code. 
The  section  would  also  delete  from  section  5316  reference  to  three  additional  positions 
~  the  Administrators  of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration,  the  Federal  Grain 
Inspection  Service,  and  the  Rural  Electrification  Administration  ~  whose  positions 
would  be  abolished  by  enactment  of  this  bill.   The  compensation  of  the  heads  of  all 
Department  of  Agriculture  agencies  would  henceforth  be  provided  for  under  the  Civil 
Service  Reform  Act  of  1978. 
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Carolynn  L.  Moorman, 

Belleville,  Illinois. 

Hon.  Patrick  J.  Leahy, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry,  U.S.  Senate,  Wash- 
ington, DC  20510. 

Dear  Chairman  Leahy:  I  keep  hearing  about  proposed  reductions  in  the  Federal 
work  force  to  save  money  yet,  our  Federal  Government  continues  to  contract  out 
functions  which  Federal  employees  are  capable  of  performing  at  a  lower  cost  and 
with  more  efficiency.  Farmers  Home  Administration  (FmHA)  contracted  CBIS  Fed- 
eral, Inc.,  out  of  Fairfax,  Virginia,  to  perform  a  risk  analysis  for  some  of  our  offices 
and  to  develop  contingency  plans  for  FmHA  based  on  the  risk  analysis. 

CBIS  Federal  will  be  paid  over  $500,000  for  the  risk  analysis  and  related  ex- 
penses which  include  travel  for  14  people;  purchased  software,  a  laptop  computer, 
and  cases  of  diskettes;  paid  for  long  distance  telephone  calls,  copying  services,  etc. 
CBIS  Federal  wiU  be  paid  an  additional  exorbitant  fee  to  develop  contingency  plans. 
The  contingency  plans  will  be  generated  by  the  software  which  FmHA  purcnased 
for  them. 

The  risk  analysis  has  been  reviewed  by  an  FmHA  Security  Specialist  and  has 
been  found  to  be  an  extremely  poor  product  containing  more  personal  opinions  than 
professional  objectivity  and  containing  numerous  contradictions.  The  CfBIS  Federal 
personnel  who  performed  the  risk  analysis  have  had  no  previous  experience  or 
training  in  performing  this  task  and  as  a  result,  were  unable  to  produce  a  viable 
product.  Yet,  they  will  be  paid  hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars  more  to  produce 
contingency  plans  based  on  the  extremely  poor  risk  analysis. 

The  contingency  plan  is  supposed  to  protect  FmHA  assets  and  personnel  in  emer- 
gencies, but  a  contmgency  plan  is  only  as  good  as  the  information  it  is  based  on. 

FmHA  has  in  its  employ  security  specialists  who  are  fully  capable  of  performing 
an  efficient  and  professional  risk  analysis  and  producing  effective  contingency  plans 
at  a  fraction  of  the  fees  that  CBIS  Federal  is  charging. 

It  does  not  make  sense  that  our  Government  can  spend  over  half  a  million  dollars 
for  a  private  company  to  do  a  very  poor  job  of  performing  tasks  while  denying  its 
own  specialists  in  that  profession  the  travel  money,  etc.,  to  perform  the  same  tasks, 
tasks  which  they  were  trained  and  hired  to  perform  and  are  fully  capable  of  per- 
forming in  an  efficient  and  professional  manner  at  a  fraction  of  the  cost  of  contract- 
ing out. 

It  is  my  opinion  that  FmHA  does  not  take  security  (physical  security)  seriously. 
Not  only  does  this  Agency  hire  outsiders  with  no  training  or  experience  to  perform 
crucial  tasks  but  it  also  does  not  provide  travel  and  trainmg  funds  to  enable  its  se- 
curity staff  to  remain  current  on  new  developments  in  the  security  field  or  to  per- 
form its  duties.  It  has  been  years  since  funds  have  been  provided  for  our  security 
specialists  to  perform  their  duties  in  the  field.  Also,  of  the  three  of  us  on  staff,  not 
one  of  us  has  been  allowed  any  training  in  our  field  for  years.  No  courses  in  our 
field  are  offered  in  St.  Louis,  and  with  a  supposed  lack  of  travel  money  there  is  no 
training.  I  have  been  on  staff  for  over  2  years  and  have  yet  to  receive  any  training 
in  the  security  field. 

All  Federal  employees  are  made  to  pay  for  the  poor  judgment  of  the  few  execu- 
tives who  make  decisions  to  contract  out  at  inflated  and  exorbitant  costs  rather  than 
using  the  personnel  resources  they  already  have. 

I  fully  expect  repercussions,  possibly  serious  repercussions,  as  a  result  of  this  let- 
ter, but  I  cannot  continue  to  watch  our  security  staff  and  other  Federal  employees 
being  denied  training,  pay  raises,  upgrading,  etc.  This  situation  is  supposeoly  due 
to  lack  of  fiinds  when,  at  the  same  time,  our  Government  can  casually  throw  away 
millions  of  dollars  on  incompetent  work  by  civilian  contractors. 
Sincerely, 

Carolynn  L.  Moorman, 
Security  specialist,  FmHA. 


National  Association  of  Farmer  Elected  Committeemen, 

Washington,  DC,  September  24,  1993. 

Hon.  Patrick  J.  Leahy, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry,.  U.S.  Senate,  Wash- 
ington, DC  20510. 

Dear  Chairman  Leahy:  The  National  Association  of  Farmer  Elected  Committee- 
men (NAFEC)  represents  all  the  county  elected  committeemen  that  administer 
ASCS  farm  programs.  We  are  concerned  that  NAFEC  did  not  have  the  opportunity 
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to  testify  on  the  reorganization  proposal  of  USDA  that  will  field  structure  of  USDA. 
We  believe  very  strongly  that  everyone  that  wants  should  have  the  chance  to  state 
their  position. 

NAFEC  does  not  support  any  effort  to  eliminate  the  county  elected  committee  sys- 
tem. It  is  the  best  example  of  delivery  of  farm  programs  and  it  provides  peer  review 
for  the  producers.  It  is  possible  to  combine  counties  and  have  regional  offices  with- 
out changing  the  count  elected  committee  system. 

We  cannot  support  USDA's  effort  to  move  all  conservation  programs  from  ASCS 
to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service.  The  ACP  and  CRP  programs  both  recpaire  adminis- 
tration of  the  programs  and  they  require  payments  to  the  producers.  ASCS  is 
equiped  to  provide  these  funtions.  SCS  is  not.  SCS  also  provides  no  peer  review  or 
appeals  process  Uke  ASCS  does  to  protect  farmers.  It  will  increase  costs  to  duplicate 
the  services  ASCS  already  has  in  place. 

NAFEC  has  concerns  that  the  permanent  legislation  that  established  the  ASCS 
Committee  System  is  in  the  ACP  provisions  in  the  original  farm  legislation  of  the 
thirties.  If  that's  the  case,  if  ACPs  moved  it  would  require  the  opening  of  permanent 
law  and  we  know  what  will  happen  to  the  county  elected  committee  system. 

NAFEC  appreciates  your  support  over  the  years  and  look  forward  to  working  with 
you  and  your  committee  to  enact  meaningful  changes  in  the  USDA  structure.  Local 
control  of  farm  programs  is  the  best  part  of  USDA 
Sincerely, 

(Signed)  Frank  Matheson, 

President,  and 
David  Senter, 
Washington  Legislative  Director. 


American  Library  Association, 
WASfflNGTON,  DC,  September  30,  1993. 
Hon.  Patrick  J.  Leahy, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry,  U.S.  Senate,  Wash- 
ington, DC  20510. 

Dear  Chairman  Leahy:  On  behalf  of  the  American  Library  Association,  I  am 
writing  about  proposals  to  reorganize  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  We  urge  that 
Congress  require  the  Secretaiy  of  Agriculture  to  keep  the  National  Agricultural  Li- 
brary as  a  discrete  unit  within  the  proposed  Agricultural  Research  and  Education 
Service. 

The  American  Library  Association  is  a  nonprofit  educational  organization  of 
57,000  librarians  from  school,  public,  academic,  research.  State,  and  specialized  li- 
braries, as  well  as  library  trustees,  library  and  information  science  educators,  and 
friends  of  libraries.  Many  libraries — in  State  land-grant  universities.  State  and  Fed- 
eral Government  agencies,  and  corporations — work  closely  with  the  National  Agri- 
cultural Library  to  share,  preserve,  and  improve  access  to  agricultural  information 
throughout  the  Nation. 

USDA  has  an  opportunity  to  take  the  lead  in  "reinventing  government"  and  serve 
as  a  model  for  other  Federal  agencies.  That  lead  role  would  be  neither  effective  nor 
efficient  if  the  National  Agricultural  Library's  stature  as  a  national  library  is  dimin- 
ished in  the  proposed  reorganization.  We  have  seen  a  proposed  organizational  chart, 
and  are  alarmed  at  the  prospect  that  the  National  Agricultural  Library  will  lose  its 
name  and  unique  identity — and  have  its  mission  clouded — by  being  absorbed  into 
a  new  agency.  We  do  not  disagree  with  NAL's  placement  within  the  proposed  Agri- 
cultural Research  and  Education  Service  because  this  affiliation  links  NAL  with  key 
user  groups.  However,  it  is  imperative  that  NAL  remain  as  a  discrete  unit  within 
that  newly  created  agency  so  that  it  is  clearly  discernible  to  users  and  not  masked 
behind  a  bureaucratic  structure. 

When  Congress  passed  Public  Law  101-624,  the  Food,  Agriculture,  Conservation, 
and  Trade  Act  of  1990,  Congress  acted  to  consolidate  and  expand  the  statutory  au- 
thority for  the  operation  of  the  National  Agricultural  Library  as  the  primary  agricul- 
tural information  resource  of  the  United  States.  We  urge  the  committee  to  retain 
its  authority  over  the  National  Agricultural  Library  as  a  discrete  unit — along  with 
its  policies  and  spending  priorities.  The  American  Library  Association  urges  you  to 
take  the  following  actions  concerning  legislation  that  would  permit  restructuring  of 
the  National  Agricultural  Library: 

•  Maintain  NAL's  identity  by  keeping  its  name,  organizational  structure  and 
mission  intact. 
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•  Endorse  and  support  NAL's  electronic  information  agenda  in  the  proposed  Agri- 
cultural Research  and  Education  Service; 

•  Continue  NAL's  stature  and  scope  of  responsibilities  so  that  they  are  com- 
parable to  the  other  two  national  libraries — the  Library  of  Congress  and  the  Na- 
tional Library  of  Medicine;  and 

•  Continue  the  Library's  management  by  a  leader  and  team  skilled  in  the  library 
and  information  field. 

•  The  National  Agricultural  Library  is  one  of  only  three  national  libraries  in  the 
United  States,  and  as  such,  is  a  national  treasure.  Its  collections,  recognized 
throughout  the  world,  chronicle  the  dynamic  evolution  of  our  agricultural  heritage. 
NAL's  importance  as  an  archival  repository  is  perhaps  rivaled  only  by  its  pioneering 
leadership  in  the  development  of  electronic  access  to  and  delivery  of  agricultural  in- 
formation. The  Library's  strategic  plan  to  create  a  "Ubraiy  without  walls"  through 
the  development  of  a  nationwide  agricultural  library  and  information  network  is  at 
a  critical  crossroads.  The  agricultural  information  community  is  looking  to  NAL  to 
be  the  nucleus  of  a  technology-based  information  highway  that  will  carry  all  agricul- 
tural libraries  into  the  21st  century. 

The  Americam  Library  Association  would  be  pleased  to  assist  you  in  whatever  way 
we  can. 

Sincerely, 

(Signed)  Hardy  R.  Franklin, 

President. 


Various  Agriculture  Interest  Groups, 

Washington,  DC,  October  14,  1993. 

The  Honorable  JCent  Conrad, 

Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry,   U.S.  Senate,   Washington,  DC 
20510. 

Dear  Senator  Conrad:  We  are  writing  to  strongly  urge  you  to  pass  S.  1425,  the 
USDA  National  Appeals  Division  (USDA-NAD)  Act  of  1993  this  vear.  This  bill  will 
consolidate  and  vastly  improve  the  appeals  systems  of  the  Agricultural  Stabilization 
and  Conservation  Service  (ASCS),  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  (CCC),  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  (FmHA),  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 
(FCIC),  the  Rural  Development  Administration  (RDA)  and  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  (SCS). 

USDA-NAD  fits  in  well  with  the  administration's  and  your  efforts  to  streamline 
and  improve  Government  programs.  As  you  know,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
Mike  Espy,  has  included  a  National  Appeals  Division  in  his  reorganization  plan  for 
ASCS  and  FmHA  farmer  program  appeals.  However,  we  believe  it  is  vital  that  the 
new  appeals  division  should  include  all  of  the  provisions  of  S.  1425,  including  the 
appeals  process  itself,  the  authority  to  hear  appeals  of  ASCS,  CCC,  FmHA,  FCIC, 
RDA  and  SCS  programs,  and  the  location  of  USDA-NAD  within  the  Secretary's  of- 
fice. The  USDA  reorganization  legislation  that  you  will  soon  debate  would  be  an  ap- 
propriate vehicle  for  passage  of  USDA-NAD. 

Our  organizations  represent  thousands  of  farmers,  rural  home  owners,  partici- 
pants in  rural  housing  development  and  management,  and  crop  insurance  agents 
and  companies.  Many  of  our  members  have  experienced  the  frustration  and  unfair- 
ness of  USDA's  current  appeals  systems.  They  have  spent  the  time  and  money  nec- 
essary to  appeal  an  erroneous  decision,  only  to  see  it  wasted  because  the  hearing 
officer  was  pressured  by  superiors  to  rule  in  favor  of  the  agency,  or  the  agency  re- 
fused to  implement  the  hearing  officer's  decision.  Many  of  our  members  have  found 
that  because  they  cannot  afibrd  to  go  to  court,  they  carmot  receive  a  fair  hearing 
of  their  appeal. 

We  believe  the  Government  has  the  responsibility  to  provide  fair  hearings  of  citi- 
zens' appeals.  That  is  why  we  have  been  closely  involved  in  the  development  of  this 
legislation.  We  strongly  believe  that  USDA-NAD  would  establish  an  appeals  system 
with  intewity — one  that  is  fair,  objective,  and  independent. 

USDA--NAJD  makes  sense.  It  wiU  streamline  the  appeals  process  for  USDA  pro- 
gram participants  and  reduce  the  costs  of  appeals  both  to  the  Government  and  ap- 
pellants. Equally  important,  it  will  improve  the  quality  and  consistency  of  ASCS, 
CCC,  FmHA,  FCIC,  RDA,  and  SCS  decisions  and  make  USDA  employees  account- 
able for  their  decisions. 

The  appeals  process  established  by  USDA-NAD  is  straightforward,  easy  to  use, 
and  provides  a  full  opportunity  for  appellants  and  USDA  agencies  to  present  their 
arguments.  It  ensures  the  objectivity  of  the  appeals  stafi"  and  eliminates  the  inher- 
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ent  conflict  of  interest  that  currently  exists  because  agency  heads  both  run  their 
programs  and  issue  final  determinations  on  appeals  of  their  agencies'  decisions.  It 
will  also  ensure  that  appeal  decisions  are  implemented,  which  is  just  as  essential 
as  a  fair  hearing. 

We  also  strongly  support  the  provision  of  S.  1425  which  would  allow  USDA  State- 
certified  mediation  programs  to  mediate  disputes  involving  wetland  determinations, 
farm  program  compliance,  farm  creditors,  rural  water  loans,  grazing  on  national  for- 
est lands,  and  pesticides.  These  programs  are  very  successful  and  cost  effective,  as 
Vice  President  Gore's  National  Periormance  Review  recognized  in  proposing  to  in- 
crease the  use  of  Alternative  Dispute  Resolution  techniques. 

USDA-NAD  and  an  expanded  mediation  program  are  urgently  needed.  We  appre- 
ciate your  leadership  on  this  important  issue  and  look  forward  to  working  with  you 
to  secure  its  passage  this  year. 
Sincerely, 

American  Agriculture  Movement, 

American  Association  of  Crop  Insurers, 

American  Corn  Growers  Association, 

American  Federation  of  Government  Employees, 

Center  for  Rural  Affairs, 

Council  for  Rural  Housing  and  Development, 

National  Association  of  Home  Builders, 

National  Association  of  Wheat  Growers, 

National  Corn  Growers  Assocdvtion, 

National  Family  Farm  Coalition, 

National  Farmers  Organization, 

National  Farmers  Union, 

National  Rural  Housing  Coalition,  and 

Rural  Coalition. 


American  Farm  Bureau  Federation, 

Washington,  DC,  October  14,  1993. 

The  Honorable  Kent  Conrad, 

Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry,   U.S.  Senate,   Washington,  DC 
20510. 

Dear  Senator  Conrad:  The  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  has  the  following 
comments  regarding  your  bill,  S.  1425,  which  proposes  to  establish  a  National  Ap- 
peals Division  within  the  U.S.  Department  of  Amculture. 

During  the  recent  hearings  held  by  both  the  House  and  Senate  Agriculture  Com- 
mittees on  the  subject  of  USDA  reorganization,  we  said  in  part: 

We  support  the  creation  of  a  National  Appeals  Division.  We  believe  that  its 
fiinctions  should  be  extended  to  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  de- 
terminations, such  as  wetlands  delineations  and  conservation  compliance, 
in  order  to  provide  farmers  with  an  impartial  recourse  in  such  cases. 

We  feel  that  your  bill  which  codifies  this  position  will  provide  farmers  and  ranch- 
ers the  assurance  they  need  and  deserve  so  that  their  individual  cases  will  be  treat- 
ed fairly  and  impartially  by  the  Department. 

We  urge  that  the  language  of  your  bill  and  its  legislative  history  be  clear  that 
the  newly  named  Natural  Resources  Service  and  the  existing  Federal  Crop  Insur- 
ance Corporation  be  included  within  the  administrative  structure  of  the  National 
Appeals  Division. 

We  suggest  also  that  the  legislation  clearly  pronounce  that  to  the  extent  practical 
and  at  the  option  of  a  farm  and  ranch  owner  or  operator  there  will  be  ample  flexibil- 
ity and  opportunity  to  reconcile  any  differences  administratively  without  the  neces- 
sity of  usmg  the  National  Appeals  Division  or  the  Federal  courts. 

With  these  thou^ts  in  nund,  we  are  pleased  to  support  your  bill.  Please  make 
this  letter  a  part  of  the  hearing  record. 
Sincerely, 

(Signed)  Richard  W.  Newpher, 
Executive  Director,  Washington  Office 
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Idaho  Association  of  ASCS  County  Office  Employees, 

September  27,  1993. 
Hon.  Larry  Craig, 

Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry,   U.S.  Senate,   Washington,  DC 
20510. 

Dear  Senator  Craig:  This  correspondence  is  in  reply  to  your  request  to  Mr.  Ger- 
ald Elson,  lASCOE  President,  during  his  visit  to  Washington,  DC.  It  has  been  pre- 
pared by  the  Idaho  Association  of  County  Office  Employees  Task  Force  on 
reinventing  government. 

The  Task  Force  is  submitting  the  following  recommendations  for  both  reinventing 
government  and  USDA  office  restructuring. 

reinventing  government 

Under  Secretary  Espy's  plan,  each  State  is  being  assigned  a  maximum  number 
of  USDA  Service  Centers,  composed  of  representation  from  ASCS,  FmHA,  SCS,  and 
FCIC.  These  numbers  cut  into  the  field  offices  dramatically.  This  can  only  mean  less 
service  to  many  farmers  and  ranchers,  especially  in  small,  isolated,  sparsely  settled 
counties. 

Reduce  middle  management 

•  Consolidate  smaller  State  offices  into  an  Area  office.  This  would  reduce  several 
of  the  same  positions.  Examples:  Washington,  Oregon,  Idaho,  Montana,  and  Wyo- 
ming. 

JustiAcation: 

•  Reduction  in  middle  management  positions.  Instead  of  five  State  Specialists  in 
the  five  States,  have  one  State  Specialist  with  support  staff.  These  support  staffers 
are,  in  most  cases,  already  in  place. 

•  Wouldn't  reduce  the  service  to  the  farmer,  rancher,  or  county  offices. 

•  One  position  reduced  at  the  State  level  is  generally  equivalent  in  salary  to  two 
county  office  positions. 

•  Expenditures  for  office  space  will  be  reduced. 

•  Reduces  the  number  of  STO  computer  systems. 

•  Reduces  the  number  of  STO  print  shops. 

Do  all  initial  training  by  satellite  or  video  from  national  office 
JustiHcation: 

•  Everyone  would  be  getting  the  same  training. 

•  Training  by  districts  or  mini  sessions  could  be  conducted  by  district  directors. 
Question  and  answer  sessions  may  be  conducted  at  this  time. 

•  The  video  may  be  viewed  as  many  times  as  needed. 

•  Would  greatly  reduce  the  need  for  overnight  travel  and  per  diem. 

Keep  State  executive  directors  and  State  committeemen  for  each  State 
Justincation: 

•  Appeals. 

•  Familiarity  with  individual  States'  production  agriculture. 

•  Local  decisionmaking. 

Keep  the  elected  county  committee  system  for  ASCS 
JustiHcation: 

•  Grassroots  decisions  made  by  elected  persons  representing  a  given  county. 

•  Local  authority  and  input  that  can  be  used  by  STC  for  decisions  they  have  to 
make. 

•  Allow  the  Civil  Service  to  hire  the  individuals  that  are  best  suited  for  the  posi- 
tion. 

Maintain  conservation  programs 
Justification: 

•  Less  than  5  percent  of  conservation  funding  is  currently  allocated  for  ASCS- 
administered  conservation  programs,  versus  25  percent  for  SCS-administered  con- 
servation programs. 

•  Bureaucracy  will  take  over  without  the  county  committee  system  to  control  ex- 
penditures. 
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Most  Federal  agencies  have  become  very  top  heavy  in  middle  and  upper  manage- 
ment. More  and  more  authority  has  been  taken  from  the  field  ofiices  to  justify  these 
positions.  More  authority  needs  to  be  placed  at  the  county  level. 

Consider  combining  the  Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
JustiHcation: 

•  Doing  almost  the  same  job  in  eveiy  State. 

•  Both  employ  redundant  upper  and  middle  management,  range  conservationists, 
recreation  directors,  engineers,  etc. 

USDA  OFFICE  RESTRUCTURING 

Considerations  for  office  closure  /combination 

Don't  make  farmers  or  ranchers  drive  more  than  25  miles  one  way  to  their  new 
county  office  location. 

•  Local  businesses  may  suffer  if  operators  and  owners  go  to  a  different  town  to 
do  USDA  business. 

•  Consider  collocating  ASCS  offices  in  existing  Forest  Service  office  space.  Many 
ranches  use  the  Forest  Service  office  more  than  FmHA  or  SCS.  Some  work  could 
be  assigned  to  the  engineers  of  Forest  Service.  The  Forest  Service,  nationwide,  isn't 
in  many  counties;  but  in  Idaho,  most  counties  have  a  Forest  Service  office.  In  sev- 
eral small  counties  of  Idaho,  it  would  work  well.  Also  consider  where  the  Extension 
office  is  for  the  county. 

•  Workload  for  5  years  rather  than  1  year. 

— Many  operators  in  Idaho  do  not  participate  every  year  like  they  do  in  the  Midwest 
or  Southeast,  but  they  are  active  and  do  participate  generally  every  5  years.  This 
would  more  accurately  reflect  the  number  of  people  being  serviced  out  of  a  given 
office. 

•  Some  figures  used  for  this  analysis  are  not  correct  for  several  counties.  Correct 
information  should  be  available  and  used  to  some  up  with  total  figures. 

•  Large  geographic  counties  with  mountain  ranges  should  be  exceptions  compared 
to  many  States  with  very  small  counties.  Federal  land  should  also  be  used  as  area 
served. 

•  Other  items  to  be  considered  or  recommended  by  the  Task  Force  are: 

— Agencies  should  use  compatible  computer  system,  with  farmers  able  to  access  per- 
tinent data.  The  system  should  have  ortho-imaging  and  computer  mapping  capa- 
bilities. 

— One  agency  to  do  all  record  keeping  preferably  ASCS.  Information  could  be 
accessed  by  other  agencies.  Statistical  Reporting,  Water  Resources,  Bureau  of  Rec- 
lamation, etc.,  currently  use  ASCS  for  information. 

— Collocate  all  USDA  agencies  within  a  county. 

—Use  same  EEO  person  for  ASCS,  FmHA,  and  FCIC. 

— Use  same  procurement  person  for  ASCS,  FmHA,  and  FCIC. 

•  We  recommend  putting  all  USDA  agencies  on  the  workload  accounting  system 
used  by  ASCS  in  managing  agency  funding.  When  every  agency  has  to  account  for 
what  they  are  accomplishing,  the  job  of  controlling  spending  will  resolve  itself. 

We  wish  to  state  that  we  do  support  improvement  in  the  effectiveness  and  effi- 
ciency of  USDA.  There  is  no  question  that  improvement  can  and  should  be  made. 
As  ASCS  employees,  we  are  a  very  visible  part  of  the  front  line  of  ASCS.  We  are 
professionals  who  implement  a  wide  variety  of  programs,  legislated  by  Congress,  di- 
rected toward  production  agriculture.  We  are  acutely  aware  of  our  responsibilities 
to  serve  our  clientele  and  the  taxpayers  of  this  Nation  in  the  most  effective,  cost 
efficient  manner  possible. 

Thank  you  again  for  the  opportunity  to  share  these  thoughts  with  you  and,  as  a 
service  agency,  we  take  great  pride  in  trying  to  serve  the  American  farmer  the  best 
way  possible. 

Sincerely 

(Signed)  GERALD  Elson, 

lASCO  President; 

Lary  D.  Silver, 
Task  Force  Chairman; 

Steve  G.  Ulrich,  F.  Chris  Richardson,  and  Curtis  Flisher, 

Task  Force  members. 


138 


»..„  «  „-.««    iMiaN^AS 

- -Txaao  o    ..w->A   >MO<*«k 

-.>U  I     S.-lIN    .^ovAxuM* 

- leidT   OOK     •»NS»S 

•■'Wm   -*•-••    ».*B«M* 

iSSt '«(LMS   soBiM  c*aOii'-' 

'  'U  xAilaiN     -ivir' 

-•0C0CH04N     M.SSISSiP"- 

•  fsr  1"   -s»*0    •.iiMfw  0»«U'* 

S"fCM  M<CON».H,L    «tNTuC<' 

-.;m*S  J    JA^L-Kl 

IBH*  f    C«»l&     OiHU 

-ui-  o*«o<» 

>»ui  CDvinoeu  LtOBc<* 

;-»W.IS  I    :a*sSLlT     .;v** 

-UBO'   ■»«"»»    NIB"*S«* 

■"JSSEiL  r    'f  M.OlO    ^iSCCSSiN 

HnitEd  ;5tatcs  Senate 

COMMITTEE  ON 
AGRICULTURE.  NUTRITION    AND  FORESTRY 

WASHINGTON    DC2C510-6000 


M^^n 


October  8,  199  3 


The  Honorable  Mike  Espy 

Secretary 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 

Washington,  DC   20250 

Dear  Mike: 

Thank  you  for  testifying  before  the  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
Nutrition,  and  Forestry  regarding  proposals  to  reorganize  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

Enclosed  please  find  written  questions  that  have  been  submitted 
for  the  hearing  record.   I  ask  that  your  responses  to  these 
questions  be  sent  to  the  Committee  by  Friday,  October  15,  1993, 
to  the  attention  of  Valerie  Callands,  Committee  Hearing  Clerk. 


PATRICK  LEAHY 
Chairman 

PJL/vc 
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QUESTIONS:   ;r  '2     '^-^  -.'    ~  .     '  -  P 

1.   In  response  to  the  recer.t  outbreak  cf  E.Coii,  the  USDA 

formulated  comprehensive  meat  inspection  regulations.   Despite 

'p"   comprehensive  farm- to- table  procedures  for  handling  meat,  there 
i 
"■>^'   15  a  movement  afoot  to  bring  the  Food  Safety  Inspection  Service 

under  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration,  and  not  the  USDA.   Can 

you  gives  us  an  update  on  the  status  of  FSIS  continuing  as  a  USDA 

agency? 


2.   Some  constituent  groups  who  have  worked  with  the  Rural 
Development  Administration  and  Farmer's  Home  Administration  for 
various  loan  programs  have  voiced  concerns  that  the  relationships 
they  have  fostered  with  FmHA  and  RDA   could  be  imperiled,  and  that 
they  would  have  to  contend  with  new  bureaucrats  and  different 
rules,  and  that  their  access  to  loan  funds  could  be  adversely 
affected  under  a  re-organization.   Though  the  programs  themselves 
will  remain  the  same  under  reorganization,  the  interpersonal 
elements  are  also  important.   What  effect  will  the  re- 
organization have  on  the  administration  of  programs? 


t) 
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QUESTION  #1--  Sen.  Grassley  on  FSIS 

ANSWER:    As  you  know,  the  National  Performance  Review  proposed 
that  the  functions  of  the  Food  Safety  and  Inspection 
Service  (FSIS)  be  transferred  to  the  Food  and  Drug 
Administration.   This  proposal  would  recjuire  the 
approval  of  legislation  by  the  Congress.   Until  and 
unless  the  Congress  approves  such  legislation,  we  will 
continue  to  work  hard  within  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  do  a  first  rate  job  of  carrying  out  our 
responsibilities  in  this  area.   We  have  proposed  a 
nximber  of  actions  including  additional  staffing  for  the 
FSIS  and  additional  money  for  our  "War  on  Pathogens . " 
The  Congress  has  approved  both  initiatives  as  part  of 
the  1994  Appropriations  bill,  and  we  will  move  forward 
aggressively  as  soon  as  that  Bill  is  approved. 
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QUESTION  #2: 

ANSWER:    We  will  be  working  to  develop  a  field  delivery  system 
for  our  rural  development  programs  which  makes  maximum 
possible  use  of  our  existing  personnel  and  expertise. 
We  do  not  intend  to  implement  a  separate  regional 
structure  for  rural  development  programs,  but  will  work 
through  State  and  local  structures  and  will  integrate 
program  delivery  where  ever  possible  with  other  local 
USDA  operations. 


^ 
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J.   Commerce  Secracary  Brcwn  has  stated  that  the  USDA's  share  of 
export  promotion  funds  far  exceeds  agriculture's  share  of  US 
export  value.   Secretary  Brown  has  stated  that  agriculture's 
export  promotion  funds  should  be  sharply  reduced.  Vice  President 
Gore  has  also  made  certain  recommendations  for  U.S.  export 
programs.   I  would  hope  that  any  reorganization  would  focus 
USDA's  many  resources  and  strengths  on  being  pro-active  in  value 
added  exports  -  -  otherwise  the  USDA  will  lose  them  to  other 
agencies  or  in  the  budget  process.   The  story  of  value-added 
products  is  "win-win"  situation  for  all  here  --  creating  jobs  in 
rural  America  and  bigger  markets  for  our  farmers.   I  would  hope 
that  your  reorganization  would  not  ignore  this,   with  this 
reorganization  will  there  be  an  increased  focus  on  export 
promotion  as  you  re-organize? 

4.   Like  all  of  us  here,  I  too  have  also  heard  from  many 
constituents  who  fear  that  their  county  offices  will  be  closed. 
Most  farmers  fear  long  trips  to  USDA  offices;  others  fear  the 
loss  of  prestige  and  economic  benefits  that  come  from  having  the 
ASCS,  SCS  and  FmHA  in  their  town. 

Though  some  consolidation  and  closing  of  offices  is 
inevitable,  I  would  suggest  that  if  county  offices  are  going  to 
be  closed,  that  the  USDA  cut  down  on  the  paperwork  and  other 
matters  which  require  periodic  trips  to  the  USDA.   You  can  have 
your  signature  on  file  with  American  Express  and  visa,  and 
conduct  transactions  over  phone.  Why  couldn't  the  USDA  do 
likewise?  Your  views? 
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QUESTION  #3: 


ANSWER:    We  Intend  by  creating  an  International  Trade  Service  to 
provide  an  institution  which  will  redouble  our  efforts 
to  promote  agricultural  exports,  and  particularly  the 
export  of  value-added  products.   We  want  to  be  sure  we 
have  an  export  strategy  for  American  agriculture  which 
will  serve  us  well  in  both  the  short  term  and  the  long 
term.   We  have  no  intention  of  reducing  our  effort  in 
this  area. 


144 


QUESTION  #4:  SENATOR  GRASSLEY 

Though  some  consolidation  and  closing  of  offices  is 
inevitable,  I  would  suggest  that  if  county  offices  are 
going  to  be  closed,  that  the  USDA  cut  down  on  the 
paperwork  and  other  matters  which  require  periodic 
trips  to  the  OSDA.   You  can  have  your  signature  on  file 
with  American  Express  and  Visa,  and  conduct  transaction 
over  phone.   Why  couldn't  the  0SDA  do  likewise?   Your 
views? 


ANSWER:    An  important  element  in  the  Farm  Service  Center  will  be 
the  ability  to  take  advantage  of  improved  technology 
and  to  share  data  between  USDA  agencies.   A  joint 
Working  Group  of  Departmental  and  agency  technology 
specialists  are  working  full-time  to  develop  the 
systems  to  support  the  Field  Service  Centers .   This 
Group  is  looking  at  innovative  ways  to  reduce  the 
paperwork  burden  on  the  public,  yet  assure  the  agency 
has  the  documentation  it  needs  to.  support  program 
activities  related  to  the  disbursement  of  funds  or 
delivery  of  tangible  benefits  to  the  public. 
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5.   Thera  are  numerous  agenciss  vichin  VSDA  that  many  -=ei  are 
bettar  suited  to.  ocher  federal  ^gencias.   For  instanca,  some  may 
argue  that  food  stamps  would  be  better  served  by  Health  i  Human 
Services;  forestry  by  Interior;  and  meat  inspection  by  the  Food 
and  Drug  Administration.   Many  on  the  Committee  fear  that  if  the 
USDA  is  picked  apart,  that  we  would  lose  the  political  base  which 
allows  us  to  garner  the  support  needed  to  enact  farm  legislation 
every  five  years.   Personally,  with  respect  to  the  environment,  I 
^    think,  that  the  USDA  should  not  cede  any  conservation  programs  to 
"""^       any  other  agency.   Everyone  on  this  committee  recognizes  the 

enormous  importance  conser'/ation  has  assumed  during  the  last  two 
farm  bills.   And  with  conservation  under  the  domain  of  USDA, 
farmers  have  a  seat  in  the  environmental  debate.   To  cede  one 
inch  of  this  authority  would  be,  in  my  view,  a  mistake  both  for 
farm  programs  and  soil  and  water  quality  nationwide. 

I  am  pleased  that  SCS  was  not  mixed  in  with  the  ASCS .   I 
have  long  feared  that  SCS  personnel,  if  part  of  the  ASCS,  would 
end  up  out  measuring  bins. 

But  I  do  have  my  concerns  under  reorganization.   For  years 

and  years,  SCS  has  been  known  as  a  friend  of  the  farmer,  a 

trusted  giver  of  technical  advice.   If  SCS  were  to  become  the 

"dirt  cop  of  conservation"   with  enforcement  duties,  many  farmers 

could  not  turn  to  them  for  impartial  advise  without  the  fear  of 

being  found  out  of  compliance.   Once  the  farmer  loses  that  trust, 

and  has  to  fear  retribution  from  the  SCS,  our  many  conservation 

gains  would  be  lost.   What  role  to  you  anticipate  the  SCS  having 
under  this  reorganization?  will  the  SCS  continue  as  a  technical 
dispenser  o£  advice  -  -  or  will  they  become  the  dirt  cop  of 
conservation? 


146 


QUESTION  #5: 

ANSWER:    In  developing  our  proposals  we  were  trying  to  focus 

clearly  on  the  missions  of  the  Department.   We  believe 
that  the  Department  has  a  conservation  mission.   While 
part  of  that  mission  involves  the  delivery  of  services 
to  farmers,  we  also  noted  in  our  review  that  fully 
50  percent  of  SCS's  resources  serve  other  rural  and 
urban  audiences  through  programs  such  as  soil  surveys, 
watershed  development,  and  resource  conservation  and 
development.   The  new  Natural  Resources  Conservation 
Service  is  designed  to  recognize  this  broad  mandate, 
but  I  want  to  emphasize  that  our  intention  is  not  to 
abandon  or  in  any  way  retreat  from  our  responsibilities 
to  farmers.   The  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service 
will  continue  as  an  important  source  of  technical 
advice  for  farmers,  and  we  have  included  in  our 
reorganization  proposal  an  independent  National  Appeals 
Division  which  will  help  to  resolve  differences  when 
they  occur. 


HA 
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QUESTIONS   FROM  SENATOR  MITCH  McCONNELL 


I     YOU  ItAVE  OFTEN  STATED  YOUR  INTENTION  TO  MAKE  RURAL  DEVELOPMENT  A 
PRIORITY.    HOW  Will  these  structural  CHANGES  WrriilN  THE  DEPARTA^ENT 
HELP  STIMULATE  RURAL  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  AND  FACILITATE  NEW 
BUSINESS  DEVELOPMENT  IN  OUR  RURAL  COMMUNITIES? 


2.    LAST  WEEK  THE  ADMINISTRAI  ION  RELEASED  A  REPORT  ON  A  NATIONAL 
EXPORT  STIUTEGY.    WHAT  ROLE  WILL  THE  DEPARTMENT'S   INTERNATIONAL  TRADE 
SERVICE  PLAY  IN  THIS  NEW  PLAN? 

WILL  YOU  CONTINUE  TliE  PREVIOUS  ADMINISTRATION'S   EMPHASIS  ON 
DEVELOPING  AND  OPENING  NEW  MARKETS  FOR  FARM  PRODUCTS? 


3.    KENTUCKY  HAS  OVER  90,000  FARMERS,  BUT  TWO-THIRDS  OF  THEM  ARE 
CONSIDERED  PART-TIME  FARMERS  BECAUSE  THEY  HAVE  JOBS  AWAY  FROM  THE 
'"'  ' '      FARM.    WHAT  ARE  YOUR  PLANS  TO  MAKE  THE  NEW  FARM  SERVICE  AGENCY 
^    ACCESSIBLE  TO  THOSE  INDIVIDUALS  -     ESPECIALLY  IN  SITUATIONS  WHERE  THEIR 
/F^    rOBS  ARE  IN  OTHER  TOWNS  OR  COUNTIES  FROM  THEIR  FARM  SERVICE  AGENCY 
\S^    OFHCE? 


4.   THE  DANIEL  BOONE  NATIONAL  FOREST  COVERS  OVER  650,000  ACRES  OF 
-^      EASTERN  KENTUCKY,  SO  WHAT  HAPPENS  TO  RESTRUCFURING  OF  THE  FOREST 
/q  \      SERVICE  IS  IMPORTANT  TO  ME.    BUT  IT  SEEMS  DIFFICULT  TO  MAKE  MAJOR 
'•^4/     CHANGES  JN  THE  DEPARTMENT  AND  NOT  DO  ANYTHING  TO  THE  FOREST  SERVICE 
AT  LEAST  FOR  THE  TIME  BEING. 

COULD  YOU  GIVE  US  AN  IDEA  OF  WHAT  TO  EXPECT  DOWN  THE  ROAD? 


5.  THE  VICE  PRESIDENTS  PROPOSAL  TO  REINVENT  GOVERNMENT  INCLUDED  THE 
,^  ^VO^^ RECOMMENDATION  TO  MOVE  THE  FOOD  SAFETY  AND  INSPECTION  SERVICE  OVER 
" ' ""         TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH  AND  HUMAN  SERVICES.    I  DISAGREE  WITH  SUCH 

A  MOVE.    BUT  THERE  IS  ANOTHER  ISSUE  WHICH  IS  VERY  IMPORTANT  TO  THE 

MEAT  INDUSTRY. 

I  HAVE  RECEIVED  SEVERAL  LETTERS  FROM  KENTUCKIANS  WHO  ARE  CONCERNED 
ABOUT  THE  SHORT  IMPLEMENTATION  PERIOD  AND  THE  LACK  OF  AN  ADEQUATE 
COMMENT  PERIOD  REGARDING  THE  INTERIM  FINAL  RULE  MANDATING  LABELS  ON 
THE  SAFE  HANDLING  OF  MEAT  AND  POULTRY  PRODUCTS.    WHILE  I  SUPPORT  YOUR 
OBreCTlVES  IN  THE  AREA  OF  FOOD  SAFETY  AND  CONSUMER  EDUCATION.  I  AM 
CONCERNED  THAT  THESE  REGULATIONS  DID  NOT  ALLOW  FOR  AN  ADEQUATE 
IMPLEMENTATION  TIME,  ESPECIALLY  FOR  OUR  SMALL  BUSINESSES. 

WHAT  IS  THE  STATUS  OF  IHIS  REGULATION,  AND  WHAT  ACTIONS  ARE  YOU 
TAKING  TO  ADDRESS  FHESE  CONCERNS.  ESPECIALLY  THOSE  REGARDING  THE 
nOHT  TIME  PERIOD  FOR  PRINTING  AND  APPLYING  THE  NEW  LABELS? 
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QUESTION  #6: 

ANSWER:    As  is  the  case  throughout  the  Department,  we  have  tried 
to  focus  our  rural  development  programs  on  missions. 
Our  reorganization  proposal  focuses  on  the  three  most 
importsmt  objectives  of  mral  development  programs. 
The  first  objective  is  to  try  to  help  rural  communities 
have  the  necessary  infrastructure  they  need  to 
encourage  development.   This  includes  basic 
requirements,  such  as  water  and  sewer  systems.   The 
second  objective  is  to  foster  community  development  by 
helping  communities  to  provide  a  quality  environment 
with  adequate  housing,  medical  services,  fire 
protection  and  other  needs.   Finally,  we  want  to 
encourage  business  and  industrial  development  in  rural 
areas.   We  believe  our  proposals  for  rural  development 
will  make  the  real  value  of  our  rural  development 
programs  more  apparent.   The  new  organization  will  also 
help  us  tc  target  those  programs  to  those  areas  where 
the  need  is  the  greatest . 
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Senator  McConnell 


-7 

Question:  Last  week  the  Administration  released  a  report  on  a  National  Export  Strategy. 

What  role  will  the  Department's  International  Trade  Service  play  in  this  new 
plan? 


Answer: 


The  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  (FAS)  (sidenote:  International  Trade  Service 
is  propos^  name  under  current  USDA  re-organization  plans)  is  actively 
engaged  in  foreign  market  development,  and  representation  of  U.S. 
agricultural  interests  overseas  and  that  function  will  continue.    Under  the 
proposed  National  Export  Strategy,  USDA's  export  initiatives,  and  hence 
FAS's  role  will  include:  a)  expanding  the  promotional  emphasis  on  high-value 
or  value-added  products,  b)  incorporating  program  guidelines  designed  to 
better  target  and  service  new-to-export  firms  and  established  exporters,  and  c) 
engage  in  further  evaluation  of  programs  and  services  to  ensure  that  resources 
are  allocated  effectively  based  on  performance  and  goal  attainment. 
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Senator  McConnell 


Question: 


r7A 


Will  you  continue  the  previous  administration's  emphasis  on  developing  and 
opening  new  markets  ioi  farm  products? 


Answer: 


Yes,  and  in  addition  expand  the  promotional  emphasis  on  high-value  or 
value-added  products.   The  focus  of  USDA's  efforts  have  been  and  will 
continue  to  be  to:  a)  expand  total  agricultural  exports,  b)  develop  and  open 
new  markets  for  U.S.  agricultural  products,  and  c)  re-design  and  streamline 
current  services  and  programs  to  focus  on  small,  medium  and  new-to-export 
firms  in  addition  to  providing  adequate  promotional  support  for  products 
offering  the  most  export  opportunity.   The  Foreign  Agncultural  Service  has 
engaged  in  annual  strategic  planning  exercises  to  determine  best  market 
prospects  and  the  type  of  programs  and  activities  that  are  needed  to  support 
industry  efforts  to  develop  and  open  new  markets  for  farm  products. 
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QUESTION  #8 :  SENATOR  MCCONNELL 

Kentucky  has  over  90,000  Farmers,  but  two-third  of  them 
are  considered  part-time  farmers  because  they  have  jobs 
away  from  the  farm.   What  are  your  plans  to  make  the 
new  Farm  Service  Agency  accessible  to  those  individuals 
--  especially  in  situations  where  their  jobs  are  in 
other  towns  or  counties  from  their  Farm  Service  Agency 
Offices? 

ANSWER:    The  Farm  Service  Center  will  be  available  to  serve 

ecjually  those  individuals  who  are  full-time  farmers  and 
those  working  part-time  off  of  the  farm.   Improved 
automated  systems  and  sharing  data  between  agencies 
should  reduce  the  amount  of  time  a  producer  must  spend 
to  participate  in  OSDA  programs .   It  may  be  possible 
for  a  producer  to  apply  for  an  USDA  program  from  their 
home,  at  any  office  of  the  agency  or  via  a  facsimile 
machine . 
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QUESTION  #9: 

ANSWER:    As  you  know,  the  Forest  Service  is  the  largest  employer 
in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  accounting  for  over 
40,000  of  the  Department's  112,000  staff  years.   While 
our  reorganization  proposals  do  not  propose  to  move  the 
Forest  Service  (FS)  or  change  its  location  in  the 
Department,  an  effort  to  right-size  and  modernize  the 
FS  is  an  important  element  of  our  overall  plans. 
Overall  personnel  levels  and  administrative  expenses  in 
the  Forest  Service  will  be  reduced  proportionate  to  the 
reductions  taking  place  in  other  parts  of  DSDA.   The 
Forest  Service  headquarters  staff,  which  currently 
includes  over  900  staff  years  will  be  reduced,  and 
administrative  overhead  will  be  significantly 
curtailed.   We  are  working  on  specific  plans  to  meet 
these  objectives. 
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QOESTION  #10: 

ANSWER:    As  you  are  aware,  the  epidemic  outbreak  of  foodborne 

illness  in  the  Northwest,  related  to  E.  coli .  0157 :H7, 
focused  the  Department's  attention  on  illnesses  from 
pathogens  in  the  meat  and  poultry  supply.   The  preamble 
to  the  interim  rule  that  required  safe-handling 
instruction  labels  lists  several  more  recent  incidents 
of  illness.   These  were  not  epidemic  outbreaks.   Many 
were  incidents  related  to  food  prepared  and  eaten  at 
home.   This,  in  addition  to  our  belief  that  consumers 
lack  basic  food  handling  knowledge  related  to  their 
safety,  prompted  our  decision  to  make  that  rule 
effective  60  days  from  publication.   We  believe  that 
provided  adequate  time  for  businesses  to  obtain  labels. 
We  are  currently  evaluating  comments  received  during  a 
30 -day  comment  period,  and  are  considering  providing 
businesses  with  an  alternative  means  of  complying  with 
the  CTile  for  the  majority  of  products  they  produce. 
Alternative  approaches  could  provide  businesses  until 
April  15,  1994,  to  distribute  safe-handling 
instructions  to  consumers  through  leaf let ing  in  lieu 
of  package  labeling.   This  would  be  permitted  for  all 
but  ground  or  other  comminuted  products . 
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Written  Questions  for  Secretary  Espy  from  Senator  Leahy 

•T'    1)  What  will  be  .the  status  of  non-Federal  ASCS  county  employees 
',1     if  they  are  move'd  to  the  Farm  Service  Agency  'FSA)?   will  they 
""-^    remain  non- Federal? 

2)  ASCS  currently  uses  different  job  criteria  and  grading 
standards  than  the  other  farm  service  agencies.   How  will  these 

'^^       standards  be  harmonized  if  ASCS  employees  are  moved  to  the  FSA 
l^  •  and  MRCS?   How  do  you  plan  to  address  the  fact  that  well-educated 
^"""^   and  experienced  ASCS  county  employees  could  be  given  a  pay  grade 
level  much  lower  than  their  counterparts  in  FmHA  or  SCS? 

3)  How  will  the  determination  of  who  will  head  individual  Farm 
Service  Centers  be  made?   Will  ASCS  employees  be  able  to  oversee 
civil  service  employees? 

3)   Your  proposal  shifts  the  farm  related  loan  functions  of  FmHA 
to  the  new  FSA. 


H 


a)  Do  you  plan  to  shift  FmHA  personnel  currently  handling 
farm  loans  to  FSA? 

b)  How  will  you  deal  with  farm  loan  personnel  who  also 
have  substantial  non- farm  loan  responsibilities,  which 
would  be  handled  under  the  proposed  Rural  Community 
Development  Service? 

4)  Your  proposal  shifts  many  of  the  conservation  functions  from 
ASCS  to  NRCS. 

a)    Are  you  planning  to  shift  current  ASCS  county  employees 
,.  ;  to  NRCS? 

1^ /  b)    What  role  will  the  conservation  district  committees 

play  in  the  operation  of  the  conservation  programs? 

c)  What  role  will  the  ASCS  county  committees  play? 

5)  One  of  the  best  ways  to  promote  healthier  eating  habits  is 
through  education  --  education  of  families,  education  of 
children,  and  of  school  lunch  providers,   what  are  your  views  on 
the  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  moving  the  Expanded  Food  and 
Nutrition  Education  Program  form  Extension  to  the  Food  and 
Nutrition  Service? 

6)  While  the  functions  of  the  Human  Nutrition  Information  Service 
(HNIS)  are  important  I  think  that  these  functions  might  be  better 
handled  by  private  contractors.  As  you  know  HNIS  was  severely 
criticized  by  GAO  for  wasting  million  of  dollars  by  mishandling 
national  surveys  on  food  consumption.   What  are  the  advantages 
and  disadvantages  to  contracting  out  the  surveys  now  handled  by 
HNIS? 


t. 


(E) 
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QUESTION  #11  --  Senator  Leahy 

ANSWER:    The  status  o£  these  enqployees  will  not  be  changed  in 

the  sense  that  they  will  remain  non-Federal  employees. 
However,  our  proposed  legislation  includes  provisions 
which  would  make  the  overall  management  o£  county 
offices  more  effective  by  providing  for  the 
interchangeability  of  Federal  and  non-Federal  personnel 
within  those  offices.   The  Vice  President's  proposals 
for  buy-out  incentives  include  county  office  employees 
in  those  incentives.   These  actions  will  permit  us  to 
treat  non-Federal  employees  the  same  as  all  other 
employees  as  we  go  through  the  reorganization  process. 
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QUESTION  #12: 


ANSWER:    As  you  know,  our  legislative  proposal  would  authorize 
us  to  use  Federal  and  coiinty  employees  interchangably 
in  local  offices.   This  would  give  us  the  ability  to 
integrate  these  workforces  under  a  single  supervisor. 
After  this  is  done,  we  will  need  to  take  a  hard  look  at 
the  pay  scales  for  these  employees  to  make  sure  that  we 
have  consistent  standards  throughout  the  system. 
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QOBSTIOM  #13: 

ANSWER:    Our  proposed  legislation  would  provide  authority  to  use 
ASCS  county  employees  euid  other  Federal  county- level 
employees  interchange8J3ly.   One  intent  o£  this 
legislation  is  to  permit  us  to  organize  a  single 
workforce  under  a  supervisor  within  each  office.   The 
supervisor  would  be  appointed  on  the  basis  of  merit 
irrespective  of  whether  he  or  she  is  a  Federal  en^loyee 
or  an  ASCS  county-office  employee. 
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QUBSTIOH  #14: 

ANSVfER:   We  do  Intend  to  stiift  FmHA  personnel  currently  handling 
farm  loans  to  our  new  Farm  Service  Agency.   Obviously, 
vrtiere  employees  handle  both  farm  loans  and  other 
responsibilities  a  case-by-case  decision  will  need  to 
be  made  in  terms  of  vdio  shifts  to  the  Farm  Service 
Agency . 
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QUESTION  #15: 

ANSWER:    As  you  know,  our  proposed  legislation  would  create  Farm 
Service  Agency  local  committees  which  would  be  composed 
of  five  members,  three  of  which  would  be  elected  and 
two  of  which  would  be  appointed.   It  is  our  intent  that 
the  actual  issuance  of  checks,  \inder  our  conservation 
programs,  would  continue  to  be  handled  by  the  Farm 
Service  Agency,  probably  in  the  context  of  a  Memorauidum 
of  Understanding  between  the  Farm  Service  Agency  and 
the  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service.   However, 
policy  direction  for  these  programs  would  come  from 
the  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service.   Policy 
direction  for  the  programs  at  the  local  level  would 
be  carried  out  in  the  framework  of  a  cooperative 
arrangement  involving  the  local  committee,  the 
conservation  district,  and  the  tvro  agencies. 
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QOBSTZOtf  #16: 

ANSWER:    We  gave  strong  consideration  to  this  possibility  when 
reviewed  our  reorganization  proposals.   Our  judgement 
was  that  it  is  best  to  keep  this  program  within  the 
Research  and  Education  area  eiad   continue  to  take 
advantage  of  the  Extension  system  to  deliver  this 
program.   We  intend  to  work  hard  to  make  sure  that 
there  is  appropriate  coordination  between  the  new 
Agricultural  Research  and  Education  Service  and  the 
Food  Nutrition  and  Consumer  Seirvices  area  on  nutrition 
matters . 
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QUESTION  #17: 

ANSWER:    All  of  the  survey  work  of  the  Humaui  Nutrition 
Information  Service  (HNIS)  is  in  fact  done  by 
contractors  at  the  present  time.   The  problems  in 
recent  surveys  were  caused  primarily  by  contractors  who 
did  not  fully  carry  out  their  responsibilities.   We  are 
working  to  strengthen  the  HNIS  oversight  of  the 
contractors  it  hires.   The  primary  functions  of  the 
HNIS  staff  are  in  the  design  of  the  contracts, 
oversight  of  the  contractors,  emd  analysis  of  the 
survey  results . 


\i 


^' 


i^^ 
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written  Questions  for  Secretary  Espy  from  Senator  Le«iliy 


V)  Vermonters  are  very  concerned  about  how  the  division  of 
functions  under  the  Under  Secretary  for  Small  community  and  Rural 
Development  -  -  into  three  agencies  -  -  might  adversely  affect 
smaller  states.   These  agencies  should  act  as  one.   For  example, 
in  Vermont  there  is  a  short  construction  season  for  housing. 
Having  staff  solely  devoted  to  housing  functions  would  mean  that 
some  staff  would  have  little  to  do  in  the  Winter.   Note  that  in 
Vermont  24  percent  of  farms  have  housing  loans.   Cross -training 
employees  will  be  very  helpful  in  rural  areas  since  staff  should 
handle  multiple  programs. 

Also,  it  may  be  very  important  to  have  knowledgeable  back-up 
staff.   What  are  your  views  on  allowing  smaller  states  to  figure 
out  for  themselves  how  best  to  divide  up  these  functions? 

8)  Most  of  the  public  does  not  realize  the  vital  role  USDA  plays 
in  financing  rural  housing.   Even  the  proposed  names  of  the  new 
subdivisions  under  the  Under  Secretary  for  Small  Community  and 
Rural  Development  do  not  reflect  the  in^jortant  housing  role  that 
USDA  has  in  rural  America.   How  do  you  intend  to  improve  the 
public's  knowledge  of  USDA's  role  in  housing? 

9)  Technology  transfer  to  help  rural  America  should  become  a  key 
function  of  USDA.   USDA  -  working  with  NIST  -  should  become  a  key 
provider  of  technical  assistance  and  training  to  small  and 
beginning  businesses  and  corporations  in  rural  America.   Large 
foreign  companies  visit  NIST  and  receive  great  advice  on  how  to 
improve  their  manufacturing  processes  and  become  more 
competitive.   USDA  should  become  the  bridge  to  rural  industries 
and  companies  to  make  American  business  more  efficient.   Do  you 
agree  that  this  should  become  a  major  function  of  the  Under 
Secretary  for  Small  Community  and  Rural  Development? 

10)  Great  efficiencies  could  be  achieved  by  delegating  more 
W   decision-making  to  the  State  level.   For  example,  I  was  very 

disappointed  to  learn  that  any  leave  -  even  sick  leave,  even  a 
few  hours  leave  -  for  State  directors  of  FmHA  and  RDA  must  be 
approved  in  advance  from  Washington.   I  believe  that  this  type  of 
extreme  micromanagement  from  Washington  must  stop.   Please  advise 
me  of  your  plans  for  reducing  micromanagement  of  state  directors. 

11)  Some  OSDA  Vermont  staff  are  worried  that  your  plan  will  not 
provide  sufficient  flexibility  for  them  to  implement  your  goals. 
For  example,  they  complained  that  the  beginning  farmer  program  -  - 
which  they  stated  mandates  that  there  has  to  be  a  10  percent 
downpayment,  that  35  percent  of  the  debt  has  to  be  amortized  over 
10  years  and  that  the  property  caumot  be  appraised  for  more  than 
$200,000  --  will  not  work  well  in  smaller  states. 
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QUESTIOH  #18: 

ANSWER:    We  weuit  to  have  strong  State  and  local  input  Into  all 

of  these  decisions.   That  is  why  we  have  worked  through 
State  Food  and  Agriculture  coiincils,  and  we  hope  they 
are  in  turn  making  use  of  local  expertise  in  putting 
together  their  recommendations  for  the  organization  of 
field  offices.   In  terms  of  our  overall  reorganization, 
we  want  to  use  cross -training  wherever  possible  as  well 
as  improved  technology  so  that  our  employees  will  have 
more  challenging  jobs  and  our  customers  will  receive 
better  services. 
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QUESTION  #19: 

ANSWER:    This  is  an  excellent  point.   We  need  to  work  very  hard 
to  make  sure  that  the  public  does  understand  the  vital 
role  nSDA  plays  in  financing  rural  housing.   As  you 
know,  we  proposed  a  record  rural  housing  program  in 
fiscal  year  1994  budget  amd  the  Congress  has  approved 
this  program  as  part  of  our  1994  Appropriations  Bill. 
We  will  be  working  hard  to  implement  this  very  large 
housing  commitment  and  to  redouble  our  efforts  in 
public  information  to  make  sure  that  the  public  is 
aware  of  what  we  are  doing  in  this  area. 


ie5 


QUESTIOK  #20: 


ANSWER:    Yes.   This  is  the  reason  that  we  have  identified 

business  and  industrial  development  as  one  of  the  major 
objectives  of  our  rural  development  reorganization,  and 
propose  to  package  within  that  area  both  the  ongoing 
programs  of  the  Rural  Development  Adminstration  as  well 
as  the  Department's  programs  for  the  development  of 
rural  cooperatives  and  the  Alternative  Agricultural 
Research  Commercialization  Center. 
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QUESTION  FROM  SENATOR  LEAHY 


#2.1 


Question  jQi   Great  efficiencies  could  be  achieved  by  delegating  more  decision-making  to  the 
State  level.   For  example,  I  was  very  disappointed  to  learn  that  aOi  leave  -  even  sick  leave, 
even  a  few  hours  leave  -  for  State  directors  of  FmHA  and  RDA  must  be  approved  in  advance 
from  Washington.   I  believe  that  this  type  of  extreme  micromanagement  from  Washington 
must  stop.   Please  advise  me  of  your  plans  for  reducing  micromanagement  of  state  directors. 

ANSWER:     I  agree  that  greater  efficiencies  can  be  achieved  by  increasing  the  decision- 
malung  authority  of  empioyees  at  the  State  level.   With  respect  to  the  example  provided, 
I  understand  from  FmHA  that  the  request  for  leave  notification  was  a  temporary 
measure  -  imposed  for  a  short  term  while  the  new  State  Directors  became  adjusted  to 
their  roles.   As  they  become  more  familiar  with  their  positions,  we  will  increase  the 
responsibilities  of  the  State  Directors. 
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QUESTION  #22: 


ANSWER:    As  a  general  rule,  we  want  to  provide  our  local  staff 
with  the  ability  to  meet  local  needs  through  our 
programs  and  with  the  edjility  to  use  improved 
technology  wherever  possible.   To  some  extent  changes 
in  programs  involve  more  of  a  (question  of  legislation 
euid  program  design  than  they  do  a  (juestion  of 
organization.   We  will  consider  program  design 
questions  as  they  are  raised  by  local  staff .   With 
respect  to  technology,  we  hope  to  develop  ADP 
capability  within  the  next  few  years  that,  among  other 
things,  will  give  our  local  officials  far  greater 
flexibility  in  communicating  with  each  other  than  they 
have  today. 
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Written  Questioi^  for  Secretary  Espy  from  Senator  Leahy 

As  another  example,  S-Mail  can  be  a  very  cose  effective  tool  for 
transferring  information.   But  Vermont  employees  can  not  send  E- 
mail  messages  to  their  counterparts  in  New  Hampshire  (even  though 
Vermont,  New  Hampshire  and  the  virgin  Islands  are  combined  for 
FmHA-RDA  purposes)  unless  the  messages  go  through  the  state 
director. 

would  you  consider  providing  more  flexibility  to  State  managers 
to  adjust  program  requirements  to  take  into  account  variations 
among  the  States?   Please  describe  how  you  intend  to  increase 
State  flexibility  to  implement  USDA  programs. 

12)  You  stated  that  the  Department  has  begun  a  survey  of  USDA 
research  facilities.   In  a  letter  dated  April  15,  1992,  Secretary 
Madigan  told  me  that  he  had  ordered  a  similar  review  of  research 
facilities,  and  that  he  would  have  the  results  of  that  review 
"not  later  than  November  30,  1992." 

Please  provide  me  with  the  results  of  the  analysis  carried  out  in 
1992,  including  a  list  of  specific  research  facilities  identified 
as  candidates  for  closure  and  consolidation. 

13)  I  )cnow  you  are  committed  to  finding  new  marlcets  for  America's 
"2^ '   farmers.   Which  agency  or  agencies  will  take  the  lead  for 

^^^    developing  USDA's  domestic  and  foreign  marketing  strategies? 

i\>>'^  _   Commerce  Secretary  Brown  is  developing  a  national  export  strategy 
'  y^TL^  as  Chairman  of  the  Trade  Promotion  Coordinating  Committee.   What 
C^^^   role  will  the  USDA  agency  charged  with  carrying  out  the 
^«*.^''  Department's  export  marketing  activities  play  in  the  national 
export  strategy? 
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QUESTION  #23: 


ANSWER:    As  you  have  requested,  we  will  provide  a  synopsis  of 
the  analysis  which  was  completed  last  year.   As  part 
of  our  reorganization,  we  intend  to  review  all  of  the 
Department's  field  facilities  and  research  facilities 
will  certainly  be  included  in  that  review.   The  results 
of  this  analysis  along  with  any  later  information  that 
has  become  available  in  the  past  year  will  be 
considered  as  we  go  through  this  process. 
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Agricultural  Research  Service 


Develop  new  knowledge  and  technology  needed  to  solve  technical 
agricultural  problems  of  broad  scope  and  high  national  priority  in 
order  to  ensure  adequate  production  of  high-quality  food  and 
agricultural  products  to  meet  the  nutritional  needs  of  the  American 
consumer,  to  sustain  a  viable  food  and  agricultural  economy,  and  to 
maintain  a  quality  environment  and  natural  resource  base. 


171 

AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE 
PROGRAM  DELIVERY  STRUCTURE 


OETICE 


rUNCTIONS 


I  National  Headquarters 


507 


Area  Manageaent    (B) 

Researcb  I^catlona    (130)* 

243 


7357** 


Establish  policies  and  procedures  for 
managing  national  agricultural 
research  programs  to  sustain  food  and 
fiber  production  in  the  United  States 


Central  planning,  priority  setting, 
budgeting,  personnel,  contracting, 
financial  management,  and  technology 
transfer. 


Other  administrative  functions  as 
required. 


Line  supervision  of  individual 
research  locations. 


Evaluate  research  programs  for 
excellence  and  productivity. 


Conduct  administrative  functions  as 
delegated  from  Headquarters. 


Conceive,  plan,  conduct  and  report 
research  on  national  agricultural 
problems . 


USDA-C»m  SWAT  Team  Evaluation 
**   Reported  in  Lugar  1  Data 
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EVALUATION  CRITERIA 
AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH   SERVICE 


CRITERIA 


EVALUATION  FACTORS 


WEIGHT 


1.  Program 
Delivery  Cost 

2.  Complexity 

3.  Productivity 


Clients 


5.   Service  Area 


Collocation 


Dollars  per  Publication  (33X)  lOX 

Dollars  per  Journal,  Patent,  Germplasm  Release  (67X) 


Index  =  Number  of  scientist  disciplines  -t-  number 
of  commodities  -t-  number  of  program  codes 


Subjective  analysis  using  the  following: 

-  Impact  of  research 

-  Contribution  of  a  single  location  to  a  national 
research  program 

-  Critical  mass  of  resources  at  a  specific  location 
to  address  specific  national  problems 

-  Physical  condition  of  the  research  facilities 


25X 


Action/Regulatory  Agency  =  30 

Consumers  =  Z5 

Producers  ^  20 

Agribusiness  -  Post  Farm  Gate  =  15 

Agribusiness  -  Pre  Farm  Gate  =  10 

United  States  =  11 
Multi-State  =  51 
State  =  lOX 

ARS  &  Other  USDA  Agency  =  IZ 

ARS  =  5X 

Non-Federal  Facility  =  lOX 


15X 


5X 


5X 
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AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

LOCATION  OFFICE  EVALUATION 

SUMMARY  LISTING 


At hen,  GA 

Beitaville,  MD   (LPSI) 

Beltaville,  MD   (PSI) 

New  Orleans,  LA 

Beltsville,  MD   (PDQI) 

Wyndmoor,  PA 

Beltsville,  MD   (NRI) 

Gainesville,  FL 

Peoria,  IL 

Albany,  CA   (WRRC) 

Fort  Collins,  CO 

College  Station,  TX 

Clay  Center,  NE 

Ames, /Ankeny  lA 

Manhattan,  KS 

Raleigh,  NC 

Beltsville,  MD   (BHNRC) 

Weslaco,  TX 

Fargo,  ND 

Ames,  lA  <NADC) 

Madison,  WI 

Tifton,  GA 

East  Lansing,  MI 

St.  Paul,  MM 

Stoneville,  MS 

Pullman,  WA 

Phoenix,  AZ 

Ithaca,  HY 

Corvallis,  OR 

Logan,  OT 

Kearaeysville,  WV 

Lincoln,  NE 

West  Lafayette,  IN 

Mississippi  State,  MS 

Grand  Forks,  ND 

Tucson,  AZ 

Oxford,  MS 

Riverside,  CA 

Honolulu,  HI 

Frederick,  MD 

Lane,  OK 

Washington,  DC 

Urbana,  IL 

Buckley,  HV 

Davis,  CA 

Mprris,  MM 

Albany,  CA 

Houston,  TX 

Fresno,  CA 

Mayaguei,  PR 

Montpellier,  FR 

Stillwater,  OK 

Yakima,  WA 

Temple,  TX 

Orient  Point,  MY 

Aberdeen,  ID 

Miles  City,  MT 

Columbia,  MO 

Charleston,  SC 

Mandan,  ND 

Lubbock,  TX 

Kifflberly,  ID 

Bushland,  TX 

Boston,  MA 

Durant,  OK 


Total  Points 

125 
135 
135 
165 
175 
175 
180 
180 
190 
195 
220 
235 
235 
240 
245 
245 
250 
250 
260 
265 
270 
275 
275 
285 
290 
295 
320 
335 
345 
345 
355 
355 
360 
370 
375 
375 
380 
425 
430 
445 
450 
455 
460 
460 
465 
485 
485 
485 
500 
505 
505 
510 
510 
515 
520 
525 
535 
535 
535 
540 
550 
550 
555 
555 
560 


Office 

Griffin,  GA 
Laramie,  WY 
Miami,  FL 
Akron,  CO 
Newark,  DE 
Orlando,  FL 
Baton  Rouge,  LA 
Bozeman,  MT 
Salinas,  CA 
Dubois,  ID 
Wenatchee,  WA 
Cheyenne,  WY 
Uni-versity  Park,  PA 
Canal  Point,  FL 
Florence,  SC 
Brookings,  SD 
Fort  Lauderdale,  FL 
Wooster,  OH 
Kerrville,  TX 
Watkinsville,  GA 
Fayetteville,  AR 
Stuttgart,  AR 
Dawson,  GA 
San  Francisco,  CA 
Las  Cruces,  NM 
Booneville,  AR 
Woodward,  OK 
Prosser,  WA 
Boise,  ID 
Atiburn,  AL 
Pendleton,  OR 
Byron,  GA 
El  Reno,  OK 
Brooksville,  FL 
Suffolk,  VA 
Poplarville,  MS 
Columbus,  OH 
Tuxtla  Gutierrez,  NM 
Clemson,  SC 
Burns,  OR 
Sidney,  MT 
Geneva,  NY 
Lexington,  KY 
Coshocton,  OH 
Oxford,  NC 
Buenos  Aires,  AR 
Savannah,  GA 
Winter  Haven,  FL 
St  Ccolx,  VI 
Houma,  LA 
Beaumont ,  TX 
Orono,  ME 
Pasadena,  CA 
Reno,  MV 
Seoul,  KR 
Lewisburg,  TN 
Jackson,  TN 
Brownwood,  TX 
Georgetown,  DE 
Shafter,  CA 
Bast  Grand  Forks,  MN 
Chatsworth,  NJ 
Rotterdam,  NL 
Brawley,  CA 
Fairbanks,  AK 


Total  Poinl-5. 

560 
560 
575 
575 
590 
590 
590 
600 
605 
610 
615 
620 
630 
630 
640 
645 
650 
650 
655 
655 
660 
665 
670 
670 
670 
660 
680 
685 
690 
695 

~7oo 

705 
710 
720 
720 
725 
730 
735 
735 
745 
750 
755 
760 
760 
775 
790 
790 
795 
805 
810 
810 
820 
850 
855 
870 
875 
880 
885 
885 
885 
900 
910 
915 
935 
965 
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Senator  Leahy 

Question:  I  know  you  are  committed  to  finding  new  markets  for  America's  farmers. 

Which  agency  or  agencies  will  take  the  lead  for  developing  USDA's  domestic 
and  foreign  marketing  strategies? 

Answer:  USDA  is  committed  to  expand  and  develop  new  uses  for  agricultural  products 

at  home  and  abroad.   Domestic  market  efforts  are  coordinated  through 
agencies  under  the  direction  of  the  Assistant  Secretaries  for  Science  and 
l^ucation,  and  Marketing  and  Inspection  Services  which  combine  research, 
•     . ,  a*  market  information  and  domestic  promotion  programs. 

>  •  The  lead  agency  in  developing  foreign  market  strategies  continues  to  be  the 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service  which  reports  to  the  Under  Secretary  for 
International  Affairs  and  Commodity  Programs. 
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Senator  Leahy 
Question: 


Commerce  Secretary  Brown  is  developing  a  national  export  strategy  as 
Chairman  of  the  Trade  Promotion  Coordination  Committee.   What  role  will 
the  USDA  agency  charged  with  carrying  out  the  Department's  export 
marketing  activities  play  in  the  national  export  strategy? 


Answer: 


^^# 


The  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  is  actively  engaged  in  foreign  market 
development,  and  representation  of  U.S.  agricultural  interests  overseas  and 
that  function  will  continue.   Under  the  proposed  National  Export  Strategy, 
USDA's  export  initiatives  will  include:  a)  expanding  the  promotional 
emphasis  on  high-value  or  value-added  products,  b)  incorporating  program 
guidelines  designed  to  better  target  and  service  new-to-export  firms  and 
established  exporters,  and  c)  engage  in  further  evaluation  of  programs  and 
services  to  ensure  that  resources  are  allocated  effectively  based  on 
performance  and  goal  attainment. 

The  FAS  will  also  be  actively  involved  in  issues  concerning  resource 
allocation,  export  program,  service  and  event  coordination  (e.g.;  trade  shows 
and  trade  missions),  and  the  overseas  network  of  attaches. 

The  USDA  strongly  supports  the  coordination  and  streamlining  of  export 
services  and  programs,  but  USDA  wants  to  insure  that  such  coordination  is 
done  so  in  a  manner  that  takes  into  consideration  domestic  and  international 
program  objectives  designed  by  Congress,  and  maintain  primary  direction 
over  its  promotional  programs  and  events  which  have  a  proven  record  of 
organization,  effectiveness  and  industry  support. 
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SUMMARY  OF  QUESTIONS  AND  COMMENTS  ON  FARM  SERVICE  AGENCY 

Personnel  and  Office  Structure 

When  Kill  ASCS.  FmHA  and  SCS  county  emoloyees.  whether  in  ax 
office  to  be  closed  or  an  office  that  aill  90  to  another  county, 
be  notified  of  procedures  on  staffing  the  ne«  farm  service  center? 


Who  Hill  hire  and  fire  staff  and  be  responsible  for  EEO? 

Will  th*  neo  far*  service  agtncy  and  natural  resources  agency 
b*  put  under  a  workload  systea  such  as  the  systea  ASCS  uses  to 
justify  county  office  grades? 

Th*  Agricultural  Conservation  Prograa  (ACP) 

Secretary  of  Agriculture  nite  Espy  has  stated  that  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  «ill  also  be  located  at  the  fara  service 
center.   If  ACP  is  transferred  to  SCS,  «ill  new  natural  resource 
agency  staff  be  trained  to  do  the  saae  conservation  aorl  thet  the 
ASCS  staff  is  already  doing  and  would  be  available  to  do  in  the 
ne«  fara  service  center? 

ASCS  already  has  the  coaputer  software  for  conservation  progreas 
such  as  ACP,  forestry  incentive  and  eaergency  conservation.   ASCS 
staff  also  help  adainister  the  Stewardship  Incentive  Prograa  by 
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QOBSTION  #25:  SENATOR  LEAHY 

When  will  ASCS,  FmHA  euid  SCS  county  employees,  whether 
in  an  office  to  be  closed  or  an  office  that  will  go  to 
another  county,  be  notified  of  procedures  on  staffing 
the  new  Farm  Service  Center? 

ANSWER:    A  timeframe  for  staffing  the  Farm  Service  Center  has 
not  been  established.   A  number  of  taskforces  are 
identifying  the  issues  emd  developing  recommendations 
in  emticipation  of  Congressional  approval  of  the 
legislation  re<3uired  to  support  the  reorganization. 
Staffing  decisions  in  each  Farm  Service  Center  will  be 
dependent  upon  emticipated  progreun  size  and  available 
staff  resources . 
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QtTESTION  #26: 

ANSWER:    In  our  reorgeuiization,  we  do  not  propose  to  change  the 
status  o£  ASCS  county  office  enQiloyees .    We  are  asking 
for  authority  to  utilize  these  enployees  interchangably 
with  Federal  employees  so  that  we  can.   orgsuaize  our 
local  offices  on  a  rationale  basis. 
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QOBSTION  #27: 


ANSWER:    Each  Farm  Service  Agency  local  office  will  be  headed 
by  a  supervisor,  who  will  be  appointed  on  merit.   Our 
legislation  is  designed  to  allow  both  county  committee 
employees  aai.   Federal  employees  to  compete  for  these 
positions.   Our  intent  would  be  for  the  local  office 
supervisor  to  have  responsibility  for  hiring,  travel 
authorization,  and  other  supervisory  responsibilities 
inherent  in  his  or  her  position. 
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QUESTION  #28:  SENATOR  LEAHY 

Will  the  counties  selected  for  closure  have  an  appeal 
process?   will  they  be  allowed  to  review  the  data  that 
put  them  on  the  list  or  closure  to  determine  if  the 
data  was  accurate? 

ANSWER:    We  do  not  intend  to  have  a  formal  appeal  process.   The 
recommended  location  of  the  Farm  Service  Centers  were 
provided  by  the  State  Food  and  Agricultural  Council 
(FAC)  which  is  conqposed  of  the  head   of  USDA  agencies 
in  the  State .   These  individuals  are  knowledgeable  of 
the  nSDA  programs  in  the  State  and  uniqcue  factors,  such 
as  roads  and  geography,  which  must  be  considered.   The 
data  used  by  the  Field  Office  Review  Teeun  in  their 
nationwide  evaluation  was  available  to  the  State  FAC 
members.   Any  significant  data  errors  would  have  been 
readily  apparently  to  the  State  FAC  members. 
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QOBSTION  #29: 


ANSWER:    Our  intent  would  be  that  each  Farm  Service  Agency 
cotinty  o££ice  will  have  a  supervisor  who  within 
guidelines  provided  by  the  Administrator  o£  the  Farm 
Service  Agency  will  have  overall  responsibility  for 
staffing,  equal  employement  opportunity,  and  for  all  of 
the  aspects  of  office  supervision  consistent  with  that 
position. 
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QUESTION  #30: 

ANSWER:    As  we  move  further  dovm  the  road  in  inclement ing  the 
county-level  reorganization,  we  will  be  taking  a  hard 
look  at  all  the  workload  systems  being  used  by  the 
various  agencies.   We  will  want  to  find  the  best  way  to 
measure  both  the  extent  and  complexity  of  the  workload 
of  the  offices  and  to  make  sure  that  the  offices  are 
orgeuiized  etnd  graded  consistent  with  that  workload. 
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talina  sign-ups.  preparina  maos.  sno  SIP  payment  limitations  and 
maintaining  SIP  ledgers. 

ASC3  staff  are  responsible  for  maintaining  payment  limitations  for 
programs  including  ACP.   Who  .ill  make  these  determinations  for 
one,  t»o  or  more  persons  and  mate  'actively  engaged 
determinations  for  ACP  participants  in  the  farm  service  center' 

Who  aill  grant  ACP  practice  approval  and  dentals  and  hear  appeals? 
If  conservation  districts  «ere  granted  this  authority,  they  nould  be 
in  a  conflict  of  interest.   Many  districts  have  construction 
equipment:  they  could  end  up  cost-snaring  themselves  for  doing 
conservation  practices  paid  for  Qy  the  taxpayer. 


Conservation  districts  can  lobby  Congress  for  funds  such  as  ACP 
conservation  funds  and  other  programs.   County  Committees  are 
treated  liHe  federal  employees  ana  can  not  lobby  Congress  on  their 
o«n  time  and  can  not  be  involved  in  partisan  politics.   Many 
district  supervisors  have  been  members  of  state  legislatures  while 
being  on  their  district  board. 

County  Committees  can  not  bypass  the  chain  of  authority  •hich  goes 
from  COC  to  State  ASC  Coonittee  to  Washington.   Conservation 
districts  can  pict  up  the  phone  and  call  Congress  before  calling 
any  state  office.   This  could  create  distrust  and  friction. 


J(  » 


"District  Comai ttees"  as  proposed  in  the  Glickman  Bill 


According  to  the  SlicKaan  bill,  district  coaaittees  «ill  replace 
the  County  Coaaittee  system.   The  ne»  committee  will  receive 
compensation  for  only  one  yearly  meeting.   Members  of  the  district 
coaaittee  must  have  participated  or  cooperated  in  programs  to  b« 
eligible  to  be  a  member  or  to  vote  for  the  three  year  term.   This 
creates  several  questions! 


Will  each  district  committee  member  have  to  participate 
in  programs  in  each  year  of  the  three  year  term? 

HoH  will  other  farmers  or  landowners  oho  may  participate  only 
in  the  second  or  third  year  have  a  say  in  the  election? 

In  ASCS,  there  are  different  sign-up  periods  for  different 
programs.   When  would  the  election  be  held  so  that  all 
participants  would  be  allowed  to  vote? 


JJ- 
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Local  Control 

Secretary  Espy  promises  more  local  control  over  program  procedures, 
policies  and  decisions.   If  county  coaaittees  are  ellainatcd  and 
the  proposed  district  committees  only  meet  once  a  year,  who  will  be 
held  responsible  for  decisions  and  who  will  hear  apptals  at  th« 
local  level.? 
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QUESTION  #31: 

ANSWER:    We  hope  that  is  not  the  case.   If  there  is  one  thing 
that  we  have  learned  in  our  review,  it  is  that  we 
cannot   carryout  our  missions  or  meet  the  needs  o£ 
farmers  without  a  strong  cooperative  relationship  at 
the  local  level  between  these  institutions.   While  we 
have  had  frictions  in  the  past,  we  have  also  had 
excellent  cooperation.   We  hope  that  will  continue. 
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QUSSTIOH  «32: 

ANSWER:    I  am  not  prepared  to  testify  on  Mr.  Olickman's  bill. 

Our  proposed  legislation  would  create  local  committees 
consisting  of  five  members,  three  of  v^ich  would  be 
elected  and  two  of  which  would  be  appointed.   Members 
must  be  fairly  representative  of  farmers,  but  there  is 
no  re<3uirement  of  actual  participation  in  0SDA  programs 
as  a  precondition  to  committee  membership. 
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QUESTION  #33; 


ANSWER:    This  is  not  our  proposal.   Under  our  proposal  there 
would  continue  to  be  local  committees.   There  is 
nothing  in  our  proposal  that  would  limit  them  to  an 
annua  1  0keeting. 
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TEAM   USOA 

Agricultural  agency  «nploy«es  in  most  counties  aort  acn  together. 
Co-location  Mith  snared  space,  equipaent,  staff,  etc.,  aill  build 
upon  an  already  solid  foundation  of  nutual  support.   But  there  are 
several  questions  that  nust  be  ansoered  before  enployees  are  forced 
to  change  jobs/duties.   Each  agency  has  its  own  duties.   Siaply 
sharing  eouipnent.  space,  should  benefit  the  faraers.  landowners, 
and  taxpayers.   But  changing  programs  and  dividing  then  up  anong 
agencies  could  destroy  the  idea  of  Teas  USDA.   Please  listen  to 
the  USOA  and  county  employees  aho  aill  be  aoriing  in  the  nea 
farm  service  centers.   They  are  the  ones  on  the  front  lines. 
They  aill  have  to  aorH  alth  ahatever  changes  that  are  made  for 
nany  years  to  cone.  E^nployees  aant  to  be  Teaa  USDA. 
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QUESTION  #34: 

ANSWER:    We  have  every  intention  of  listening  to  our  employees. 
Wherever  possible,  we  wzuit  true  integration  of 
responsibilities  euod  cross  training.   We  want  to  give 
our  employees  more  challenging  careers  and  better 
technology  with  which  to  do  their  jobs.   The  net  result 
will  be  better  service  for  our  customers  £uid  greater 
savings  for  our  taxpayers.   We  fully  understand  that  we 
simply  cannot  get  this  job  done  vmless  we  have  a  true 
"Team  USDA",  which  meeuis  the  active  involvement  and 
support  of  all  of  our  esqployees . 
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QUESTIONS  OF  SENATOR  KENT  CONRAD 
•-   DSDA  REORGANIZATION  HEARING 
OCTOBER  6,  1993 


Farm  Service  Agency 

1)  Mr.  Secretary,  Section  102  of  your  proposal  would  set  up  the 
Farm  Service  Agency  which  would  include  the  ASCS  (except  for 
cost-share  programs ) ,  the  FmHA  fanner  programs ,  and  the  FCIC . 
Knowing  that  producers  work  as  closely  with  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  as  they  do  with  the  other  USDA  agencies ,  it  would  seem 
logical  to  include  SCS  in  the  FSA.   Why  have  you  chosen  to 
separate  SCS  from  these  agencies?   Do  you  envision  an  different 
or  expanded  mission  for  SCS?   If  so,  will  this  affect  the  good 
woricing  relationship  producers  have  had  with  SCS? 

2)  Along  those  lines,  your  proposal  moves  ASCS  conservation 
programs  under  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Natural  Resources  and 
Environment.   Although  there  is  broad  support  for  the  goals  of 
conservation  programs ,  there  are  concerns  that  separating  ASCS 
conservation  programs  from  the  Farm  Service  Agency  gives  the 
appearsmce  that  conservation  programs  and  production  agriculture 
are  somehow  not  linked,  and  that  the  separation  creates  the 
feeling  that  the  two  entities  may  be  in  conflict.   What  is  your 
reaction  to  such  a  peirception?  Do  you  envision  this 
reorganization  effort:  as  a  means  of  not  only  saving  federal 
dollars  but  as  a  means  of  sending  clearer,  simpler  signals  to 
producers?   In  what  way? 

Committee  System 

1)  Section  103  of  your  proposal  makes  changes  to  the  state, 
area,  amd  county  committee  system.   I  have  talked  to  several 
farmers  and  farm  group  members  in  my  state  that  are  surprised 
that  any  changes  are  proposed  to  this  system  at  all  because  it  is 
well  run  and,  quite  possibly,  one  of  the  best  examples  of  local 
decision-making  that  we  see  too  seldom.   Why  make  any  changes  at 
all  in  this  system? 

2)  Tour  proposal  would  change  the  county  committee  structure. 
(ASCS  and  FmHA  each  have  county  committees,  whose  members  eore 
elected  by  local  committees  who  are,  in  turn,  elected  by  farmers. 
The  proposal  would  estaJslish  county  or  area  committees  composed 
of  five  mmnbers,  three  of  which  are  elected,  eind  two  of  which  axB 
appointed  by  the  Secretary.   This  may  be  em  attempt  to  address  a 
constitutional  question  about  whether  county  committees,  who  are 
independent  of  any  Presidential-appointee,  should  have  the 
decision-making  authority  they  do.   However,  there  is  also  real 
concern  that  this  proposal  would  give  the  Secreteury  much  more 
control  over  the  county  committees . ] 
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QUESTION  #35: 


ANSWER:    Our  proposal  Is  designed  to  provide  the  proper  balance 
between  our  mission  in  conservation  eu:id  our  need  to 
provide  services  to  farmers .   It  is  important  to 
remember  that  fully  50  percent  of  the  resources  of  the 
current  Soil  Conservation  Service  are  not  devoted 
directly  to  services  to  farmers,  but  involve  work  with 
rural  euid  urbeui  communities  as  well  as  with  other  local 
sponsors  in  areas  such  as  soil  surveys,  watershed 
development,  and  resource  conservation  and  development. 
At  the  county  level,  we  want  our  new  Natural  Resources 
Conservation  Service  (NRCS)  to  continue  to  provide 
effective  help  to  farmers  while  we  carry  out  our  legal 
responsibilities  in  the  area  of  conservation.   Because 
of  concerns  which  have  been  expressed  about  the 
relationship  between  the  NRCS  and  farmers,  I  have 
included  in  our  reorganization  proposal  a  separate 
National  Appeals  Division,  which  will  be  able  to 
provide  objective  determinations  in  those  instances 
where  farmers  do  not  feel  that  they  have  been  treated 
fairly  by  the  NRCS.   We  hope  that  such  occurrences 
however,  will  be  rare. 
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QUESTION  #36: 


ANSWER:    We  are  going  to  work  very  hard  to  assure  that  such  a 
perception  never  becomes  a  reality.   We  believe  that 
housing  all  o£  our  conservation  responsibilities  in  a 
single  agency  at  the  headquarters  level  will  help  to 
provide  clear  and  concise  policy  direction  for  these 
progreuns,  while  the  collocation  at  the  county  level  of 
Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  offices  and  Farm 
Service  Agency  offices  will  give  our  farmers  the 
advantage  of  one-stop  service.   Production  agriculture 
and  conservation  programs  are  very  closely  linked,  and 
it  is  simply  a  question  of  finding  the  appropriate  way 
to  estaUDlish  that  linkage  and  meet  all  of  our 
responsibilities  in  this  area  in  the  most  effective  euid 
farmer  friendly  way. 
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QXJESTION  #37: 

ANSWER:    In  creating  the  Farm  Service  Agency  we  are  merging  the 
farm  income  and  price  support  programs  of  the  ASCS  and 
the  farm  lending  programs  of  the  FmHA.   At  the  present 
time,  each  of  these  agencies  is  supported  by  its  ovm 
committee  structure .   It  would  defeat  the  purpose  of 
merging  these  prograuns  auid  providing  farmers  with 
better  service  if  we  were  to  maintain  separate 
committees  trying  to  oversee  different  aspects  of 
the  progreuns  of  the  new  Farm  Service  Agency. 
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Am  I  correct  that  your  goal  is  to  merge  the  functions  of  the 
FmHA  and  ASCS  county  committees? 

Why  do  you  propose  that  two  of  the  five  members  on  the 
county  committees  be  appointed,  rather  than  elected? 

Would  you  consider  including  in  the  statute  specific 
qualifications  for  all  the  members  of  these  committees,  so 
that  we  can  better  ensure  that  they  are  qualified? 

Departmental  Savings 

1)    Your  estimates  suggest  that  this  reorganization  plan  will 
save  S2.3  billion  over  the  next  five  years  and  S43  million  per 
year  when  fully  implemented.   I  understand  that  you  believe  much 
savings  can  be  achieved  through  reducing  publications  and  office 
space,  using  new  technology,  changing  management  of  the  USDA 
motor  fleet,  and,  of  course,  eliminating  personnel.   Are  there 
other  factors  which  may  contribute  to  these  savings  figures? 
What  percentage  of  these  savings  comes  from  reductions  at  the 
Washington  Headquarters?   Can  you  provide  details  on  the  extent 
to  which  Headqueorters  reductions  contribute  to  the  five-year 
savings  totals  versus  savings  in  the  out  years?  What  percentage 
of  the  expected  staff  reductions  of  7,500  will  occur  in 
Washington? 

Rural  Economic  and  Commtinitv  Development 

1 )  Your  proposal  suggests  that  there  be  established  a  Rural 
Communitv  Development  Service  to  deliver  rural  housing,  loans  for 
business,  and  rural  community  lending  programs ,  and  a  Rural 
Business  and  Cooperative  Development  Service  to  administer  such 
functions  as  you  deem  appropriate  relating  to  rural  business  and 
cooperative  development.   What  rationale  did  yon  employ  in 
keeping  the  operations  of  these  agencies  separate?   Could 
additional  savings  be  achieved  by  combining  them? 

2)  Some  small  communities  in  my  state  are  not  in  dire  need  of 
rural  housing  services .   The  best  rural  development  program  in 
many  producers'  eyes  is  a  solid  chance  at  managing  a  successful 
farming  or  ranching  operation.   What  specific  proposals  within 
this  plan  are  directed  at  improving  farm  income  opportunities  for 
beginning  producers  and  for  existing  producers  having 
difficulties  nM^nfaining  their  operation? 

Food.  Nutrition  and  Consumer  Services 

1 )    You  have  proposed  establishing  a  Nutrition  Research  and 
Education  Service  to  "Improve  data  on  food  intake  useful  for  the 
initiative  to  reduce  pesticide  use  and  will  be  working  much  more 
closely  with  the  food  assistance  program  managers  in  a 
coordinated  effort  to  help  recipients  improve  their  diets . "   We 
are  all  aware  of  and  share  concern  over  the  problems  recently 
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reported  about  pesticide  residues  and  their  effect  on  children. 
It  is  my  assumption  that  you  have  encountered  additional  food 
safety  problems  or  have  additional  concerns  which  prompted  the 
separation  of  this  agency  from  the  Food  and  Consumer  Ser-'/ice. 
Could  additional  savings  be  achieved  by  combining  the  Nutxition 
Research  and  Education  Service  with  Food  and  Consumer  Service? 
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QUESTION  #38 

ANSWER:    You  are  correct.   We  are  trying  to  merge  the  functions 
of  these  two  committee  systems  to  provide  coherent  and 
consolidated  oversight  for  the  programs  of  the  Farm 
Service  Agency.   In  merging  these  fxinctions  we 
recognized  that  the  current  ASCS  cotinty  committees  are 
elected  and  the  current  FmHA  county  committees  include 
an  appointed  member.   We  wanted  to  give  adequate 
recognition  to  both  systems,  but  our  final  conclusion 
was  that  we  waoited  the  majority  of  every  committee  to 
be  elected  by  local  farmers  and  to  be  fairly 
representative  of  those  farmers .   We  would  also  provide 
authority  to  appoint  nonfarmers  with  experience  or 
expertise  in  agricultural  finance,  management  or  law 
where  that  would  be  useful .   That  is  why  we  set  the 
committees  up  as  we  did.   Other  theui  these  basic 
requirements,  it  did  not  seem  wise  of  us  to  impose 
further  specific  criteria  for  committee  membership. 
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QUESTION  #39: 

ANSWER:    Our  proposal  will  save  a  cumulative  total  of 

$2.3  billion  by  the  end  of  1998  and  annual  savings 
will  exceed  $400  million  by  that  year.   Of  this  total, 
$1.3  billion  is  the  cumulative  effect  of  reducing  the 
nximber  of  personnel  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  by 
more  than  7,500  staff  years.   The  remaining  $1  billion 
is  to  be  achieved  through  savings  in  other  kinds  of 
administrative  expenses  including  travel,  better  use  of 
office  space,  better  use  of  new  technology,  amd  similar 
actions.   I  eun  providing  some  additional  tables  which 
will  provide  additional  background  on  these  savings 
estimates. 
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QUESTION  #40: 

ANSWER:    It  is  our  strong  desire  in  the  rural  development  area 
to  have  a  specific  focus  on  the  targets  of  our  rural 
development  programs.   For  this  reason,  we  have 
proposed  separate  headquarters  orgauiizations  to  focus 
on  infrastructure,  comoninity  development,  and  business 
and  industrial  development.   We  do  not  believe  that 
further  consolidation  of  these  agencies  will 
necessarily  produce  greater  efficiency  and  we  are 
concerned  that  such  a  consolidation  would  compromise 
our  strong  desire  to  focus  our  rural  development 
efforts  in  a  mission-oriented  way. 
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QUESTION  #41: 


ANSWER:    To  some  extent  these  are  <iuestions  of  progreun  design 
and  resource  levels  as  much  as  they  are  (juestions  o£ 
reorganization.   However,  in  terms  of  reorganization  we 
are  hoping  that  our  consolidation  of  farmer  services  in 
a  new  Farm  Service  Agency  will  permit  us  to  more  custom 
design  progreuns  and  approaches  for  individual  farmers 
to  meet  their  needs  within  the  total  context  of  our 
farm  related  programs . 
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QUESTION  #42: 

ANSWER:    There  are  some  areas  in  our  proposal  where  we  decided 
to  maintain  the  separate  existence  of  relatively  small 
agencies  because  o£  our  perception  that  there  is  an 
urgent  need  to  upgrade  the  programs  and  activities  of 
these  agencies .   This  is  the  case  with  the  Human 
Nutrition  Information  Service  where  we  are  looking  for 
ways  to  strengthen  the  Department's  nutrition  mission 
and  to  deal  more  effectively  with  problems  such  as 
those  raised  by  recent  information  about  pesticides  and 
their  impact  on  children.   We  are  emphasizing  our 
concern  in  this  area  by  renaming  this  agency  the 
Nutrition  Research  and  Education  Service. 
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QUESTIONS  FOR  SECRETARY  ESPY 

1.  USDA-National  Appeals  Division;   I  want  to  thank  you  for 
including  in  your  USDA  reorganization  legislation  a  National 
Appeal  Division  under  your  office.   That  step  alone  marks  a 
significant  change  in  philosophy  from  the  previous 
Administration . 

Your  leadership  on  the  development  of  our  USDA  National  Appeals 
Division  bill  last  year  was  crucial.   As  I  said  in  my  opening 
statement,  I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  and  ray  colleagues 
to  enact  the  version  of  our  bill  that  I  reintroduced  this  year, 
along  with  Congressman  Tim  Johnson.   Its  passage  will  be  a  major 
step  forward  for  USDA  program  participants  and  for  fair 
government . 

2.  AARC:   I  want  to  comment  on  a  concern  that  I  have  already 
raised  to  you.   Your  reorganization  plan  would  place  the 
Alternative  Agricultural  Research  and  Commercialization  (AARC) 
Center  within  the  new  Rural  Business  and  Cooperative  Development 
Service,  under  an  Under  Secretary  for  Rural  Economic  and 
Community  Development . 

*  i    1   am  impressed  by  the  emphasis  placed  on  rural  development  by  you 
and  Bob  Nash,  the  Under  Secretary  for  Small  Community  and  Rural 
Development.   However,  Senator  Harkin,  Congressman  Penny  and  I 
fought  very  hard  for  years  to  establish  the  AARC  Center  as  an 
independent  agency  directly  under  the  Secretary,  which  is  run  by 
an  independent,  primarily  private  sector  board. 

We  strongly  believe  the  key  to  AARC's  success  depends  on  its 
independence  from  other  federal  agencies  and  its  business- 
oriented,  self -directed  board.   The  AARC  Center  should  work 
closely  with  other  rural  development  programs.   However,  its 
ability  to  provide  rapid,  business-like  responses  to  requests  for 
commercialization  assistance  will  be  seriously  hampered  if  it  is 
buried  within  an  agency  and  under  an  Under  Secretary. 

In  addition,  AARC  cross-cuts  a  number  of  USDA  programs  because 
its  work  involves  rural  development,  agricultural  research, 
economic  research  and  technology  development.   Its  placement 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Under  Secretary  for  Rural  Economic 
and  Community  Development  may  limit  its  ability  to  focus  on 
growth  in  these  other  areas.   I  want  to  discuss  this  aspect  of 
your  reorganization  plan  further  with  you. 
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QUESTION  #43: 

ANSWER:    As  you  know,  our  legislation  provides  for  an 

independent  National  Appeals  Division.   This  is  eui  area 
where  we  have  a  common  interest,  and  we  look  forward  to 
working  with  you  as  well  as  other  interested  Senators 
to  make  sure  we  have  an  appropriate  mechanism  that 
farmers  ceui  use  to  get  a  fair  hearing  when  they  are  in 
disagreement  with  the  findings  of  our  farm  service  euid 
soil  conservation  prograuns. 
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QUESTION  #44: 

ANSWER:    We  are  of  course  aware  of  the  background  related  to  the 
creation  of  the  Alternative  Agricultural  Research  and 
Commercialization  Center  (AARC)  and  are  sensitive  to 
the  concerns  of  everyone  who  helped  to  create  this 
organization  as  a  separate  entity  in  the  Department 
of  Agriculture.   However,  it  is  also  important  to 
understand  that  we  cannot  consolidate  the  Department  in 
a  meaningful  way  if  we  decide  to  preserve  the  separate 
existence  of  small  organizations  such  as  the  AARC, 
which  has  at  present  only  seven  employees .   We  felt 
that  the  very  important  linkages  between  the  AARC  and 
our  rural  development  mission  would  best  be  served  by 
consolidating  the  AARC  with  that  mission.   However,  I 
would  also  point  out  that  the  legislation  does  not 
change  the  structure  of  the  AARC  program  other  thaui  by 
bringing  it  within  the  supervision  of  the  rural 
development  area  of  the  Department .   We  think  the 
program  can  work  well  in  this  environment. 
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WRITTEN  QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  TO  SECRETARY  ESPY  FROM  SEN.  LUGAR 

GENERAL  QUESTIONS 

(1)  Mr.  Secretary,  I  have  suggested  that  we  move  toward  a  two- 
year  signup  for  farm  programs,  with  producers  having  the 
ability  to  opt  out  in  the  second  year  if  they  chose.   The 
main  effect  would  be  that  if  farmers'  operations  didn't 

1^^   change  from  year  to  year,  they  would  be  spared  some  trips  to 
the  county  office,  and  county  office  personnel  would  have 
fewer  appointments  to  handle  during  peak  periods.   Do  you 
thinJc  this  approach  is  a  good  idea,  or  a  bad  idea? 

(2)  Mr.  Secretary,  the  vice  President  has  raised  the  possibility 
of  consolidating  meat  and  poultry  inspection  functions  in 

T*'    the  Food  and  Drug  Administration.   Do  you  favor  or  oppose 
^/   this  proposal?   If  you  oppose  it,  would  you  please  explain 
■""^   why  you  believe  it  is  a  bad  idea? 

(3)  Mr.  Secretary,  your  Department  has  an  Office  of 
Congressional  Relations  (OCR)  consisting  largely  of  Schedule 
c  appointees,  reporting  to  an  assistant  secretary.   Each 
agency  also  has  a  Congressional  relations  staff,  comprising 
either  Schedule  Cs  or  career  employees  or  both  depending  on 
the  agency.   These  Congressional  relations  employees  report 
not  to  the  assistant  secretary  who  oversees  OCR,  but  to  the 
agency  administrators  and  through  them  to  the  relevant  under 
or  assistant  secretary. 

Mr.  Secretary,  is  this  duplication  really  necessary?   Could 
you  tell  me  specifically  whether  you  believe  the 
Congressional  relations  function  should  be  organized  on  an 
agency  basis,  or  a  Department-wide  basis?   (If  unresponsive 
answer)   I  appreciate  your  desire  to  study  the  question 
further,  although  I  might  have  thought  it  would  have  been 
reviewed  as  part  of  the  "reinventing  government"  exercise. 
But  could  you  at  least  commit  to  this  committee  that  you 
will  reduce  the  number  of  duplicative  jobs  dealing  with 
Congressional  relations? 


^ 


<® 


(4)   Do  you  anticipate  that  the  Chief  Financial  Officer  will  be 
the  person  who  now  holds  that  title,  or  a  new  appointment? 
(If  n«v  appointment)   Will  the  Chief  Financial  Officer  have 
subcabinet  rank?   Such  rank  could  enhance  the  CFO's  ability 
to  mediate  interagency  disputes  and  impose  fiscal 
priorities,  surely  a  big  part  of  his  or  her  job. 


# 


(S)   It  has  been  suggested  that  the  headquarters  restructxiring  is 
primarily  an  exercise  in  shifting  boxes  within  the  USDA 
organizational  structure,  and  that  it  is  the  intention  of 
USDA  to  continue  to  service  the  exact  same  programs  amd 
functions,  but  under  different  names.   This  topic  brings 
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Question  from  Senator  Lugar  -  Number  (1) 


QUESTION:         Mr.  Secretary,  I  have  suggested  that  we  move  toward  a  two-year  signup  for  farm 
programs,  with  producers  having  the  ability  to  opt  out  in  the  second  year  if  they 
chose.   The  main  effect  would  be  that  if  farmers'  operations  didn't  change  from 
year  to  year,  they  would  be  spared  some  trips  to  the  county  office,  and  county 
office  personnel  would  have  fewer  appointments  to  handle  during  peak  periods. 
Do  you  think  this  approach  is  a  good  idea,  or  a  bad  idea? 


ANSWER:  It  is  doubtful  that  any  substantive  savings  would  be  accomplished  with 

two-year  program  signups.  The  vast  majority  of  time  spent  by  producers  and 
county  ASCS  offices  on  signup  involves  learning  about  and  explaining  changes 
either  in  the  farmers'  operations  or  in  the  annual  program  requirements.   We 
believe  that  appreciably  more  time  could  be  saved  by  simplifying  programs  and 
reducing  the  number  of  changes.   There  is  currently  an  extensive  regulatory 
review  underway  in  an  effort  to  simplify  program  and  signup  requirements  for 
producers. 
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QUESTION  #46: 


ANSWER:    As  you  know,  the  proposal  of  the  National  Performjuice 
Review  to  shift  responsibility  for  meat  and  poultry 
inspection  to  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration  would 
re<iuire  passage  of  legislation  by  the  Congress.   I  have 
worked  very  hard  to  in^rove  these  programs  within  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.   Our  pending  FY  1994 
Appropriations  Bill  includes  funds  to  strengthen  the 
staffing  of  the  FSIS  and  to  begin  our  "war  on 
pathogens."   I  am  appreciative  of  the  support  from 
Congress  and  will  continue  to  do  everything  possible  to 
improve  these  programs  so  long  as  they  are  part  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture . 
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ANSWER  TO  SENATOR  LUGAR 

We  are  currently  reviewing  the  Department's  congressional  relations  function.  Our 
goal  is  to  reduce  duplicative  efforts  concerning  congressional  relations  and  streamline  and 
provide  greater  efficiencies  in  the  Department's  congressional  relations  activities. 

Our  proposal  recognizes  this  need  by  transferring  the  Office  of  Intergovernmental 
Affairs  from  the  Office  of  Public  Affairs  to  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Congressional 
Relations.  This  will  allow  for  greater  efficiency  and  will  eliminate  duplicative  efforts.  The 
role  of  Congressional  Relations  will  include  all  levels  of  government.  The  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Congressional  Relations  will  have  responsibility  for  creating  strong 
relationships  with  Congress,  state  and  local  governments,  Native  Americans  and  Alaska 
Native  tribes. 
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QUESTION  #48: 

ANSWER:    We  have  designated  Mr.  Tony  Willieuns  to  become 
the  Chief  Financial  Officer  of  the  Department. 
Mr.  Williams  has  a  substantial  background  in  financial 
matters  at  the  State  level .   He  would  be  a  new 
appointment  and  would  hold  subcabinet  reuik. 
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into  question  the  whole  issue  of  the  mission  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

For  some  time  now,  the  GAO  has  been  critical  of  USDA  for  its 
lack  of  a  clearly  defined  mission  -  in  other  words,  GAO  has 
asked  USDA  exactly  what  are  the  goals  and  objectives  of  the 
Department.  I  think  it  is  clear  to  all  that  the  priorities 
of  USDA  as  shifting  from  a  production  agricultiire  oriented 
service  agency  to  one  more  involved  in  nutrition  issues  and 
more  recently  environmental  activities. 

I  do  not  say  this  to  take  issue  with  new  programs  and  focus, 

instead  I  believe  that  it  underscores  the  problem  faced  by 

upper  management.   It  is  very  difficult  to  manage  any  large 

entity,  but  that  task  is  made  even  more  difficult  if  one 
does  not  know  where  the  priorities  lie. 

Have  you  fashioned  a  mission  statement  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture?   If  not,  are  you  undertaking  that  effort?   If 
so,  are  their  programs  and  policies  currently  on  the  books 

(6)   Environmental  Impact  Review 

In  your  proposal,  you  propose  a  diminished  focus  on 
economics  by  eliminating  the  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Economics  and  by  combining  those  economic  fiinctions  with  the 
general  research  functions.   Further,  you  replace  that 
position  with  a  new  Assistant  Secretary  for  Commiinications. 
This  seems  to  suggest  a  departure  away  from  the  use  of 
economic  rationale  in  your  decision  making  process  and  an 
increase  in  your  concerns  over  pxiblic  relations. 

I  would  suggest  that  such  a  signal  is  inappropriate  in 
today's  uncertain  environment.   US  agricultiire  is  changing 
rapidly.  Government  financial  support  programs  are  being 
scaled  back  and  environmental  constraints  are  increasing. 
Many  farmers  and  those  of  us  in  Congress  concerned  about  the 
welfare  of  U.S.  farmers  and  ranchers  look  to  USDA  for  input 
and  hard  factual  information  concerning  issues,  such  as  the 
environmental  issues  that  are  debated  outside  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Agriculture  Committees. 


Can  you  tell  us  anything  to  dispel  those  fears?  Will  USDA 
continue  to  provide  economic  emalysis  on  the  issues  most 
important  to  the  future  prosperity  of  agricultxire? 


(7)   Field  office  closura/oonaelldation  and  tha  Bxtanaion  Sarvioa 

Pages  95  and  96  of  the  Reinventing  Government  report 
describe  the  proposal  to  close  or  consolidate  1,200  field 
office  of  USDA  agencies.   Tha  narrative  indicates  that  the 
Cooperative  Extension  Service  would  be  included  in  this 
proposal.   However,  it  has  been  my  understanding  that  local 
Extension  Service  offices  would  not  be  impacted  by  this 
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QUESTION  #49: 

ANSWER:    It  is  our  intention  to  have  a  mission  statement  for  the 
Department  which  would  be  a  general  statement  with  more 
detailed  supporting  statements  developed  for  each  of 
the  agencies  of  the  Department.   I  would  be  glad  to 
provide  a  copy  of  the  overall  mission  statement  which 
represents  our  current  draft  which  is  still  under 
review.   Our  subcabinet  officers  have  been  tasked  with 
developing  the  more  specific  agency  level  statements  as 
they  develop  their  specific  pleuis  for  inclement  at  ion  of 
our  reorganization. 
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USDA  PROGRAM  MISSIONS 


Farm  and  International  Trade  Services. 

To  assure  that  agricultural  producers  have  the  opportunity  to  earn  incomes  that 
are  consistent  with  returns  elsewhere  in  the  economy,  thereby  assuring  supplies  of 
agricultural  products  which  are  adequate  to  meet  a  domestic  and  export  demand 
at  reasonable  prices  to  consumers. 

•  To  promote  increased  efficiency  in  agricultural  production,  improve  competitiveness 
and  reduce  farm  costs. 

Rural  Economic  and  Communitv  Development. 

To  promote  economic  and  community  development  in  rural  areas. 

Food.  Nutrition  and  Consumer  Services. 

To  provide  access  to  more  nutritious  diets  for  persons  with  low  incomes  and 
improve  knowledge  of  good  nutrition  to  encourage  better  eating  habits. 

Natural  Resources  and  Environment. 

•  To  be  a  steward  of  the  land  --  improve  agricultural  production  while,  conserving 
our  natural  resources,  and  protecting  and  improving  the  quality  of  the  environment. 

•  To  provide  maximum  benefits  to  the  public  through  proper  management  and  use 
of  renewable  natural  resources  in  the  Nation's  forests  and  rangelands 

Marketing  and  Inspection  Services. 

To  insure  consumers  a  safe  and  nutritious  food  supply  at  a  reasonable  price. 

•  To  enhance  the  marketing  and  distribution  of  agncultural  products  through  the  use 
of  inspection  and  grading  standards  and  other  market  promotion  activities. 

Research  and  Economics. 

•  To  conduct  and  promote  research  on  subjects  connected  with  agriculture  and 
nutrition  and  disseminate  the  resulting  information  to  the  public  and  industry. 

•  To  develop  and  maintain  economic  intelligence  related  to  domestic  and 
international  food  and  agriculture  outlook. 
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QUESTION  #50: 

ANSWER:    I  think  it  is  importeuit  to  understand  that  there  is  a 
difference  between  day-to-day  management  of  the 
Economic  Research  Service  and  general  oversight  of  the 
the  Department's  economic  activities.   Dnder  our 
reorganization,  we  are  asking  our  Assisteuit  Secretary 
for  Research,  Education  and  Economics  to  provide  for 
day-to-day  management  of  the  former  Economic  Research 
Service.   However,  I  will  have  on  my  immediate  staff  a 
chief  economist,  whose  fvmction  will  be  to  provide 
oversight  of  all  of  the  Department's  economic 
acitivities  and  to  provide  me  with  advice  on  all 
economic  matters  which  are  before  the  Department .   Only 
about  half  of  the  Department's  economists  currently 
reside  within  the  Economic  Research  Service.   There  are 
important  economic  components  in  many   other  agencies. 
I  believe  our  proposal  creates  stronger  oversight  not 
less  oversight  of  the  Department's  economic  activities. 
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field  office  consolidation  since  they  are  governed  and 
funded  by  state  and  local  governments.   Would  you  please 
clarify  the  impact  of  this  field  office  proposal  on  the 
-"^   Cooperative  Extension  Service? 

(8)  New  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service 

The  proposal  would  transfer  authority  for  conservation 
programs  to  the  new  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service. 
While  this  would  reduce  duplication  and  overlap,  it  should 
<^JL^  i   also  result  in  administrative  cost  savings.   What  is  your 
^..«/   estimate  of  cost  savings  from  this  approach?  Will  ASCS 

continue  to  hold  financial  responsibility,  such  as  issuing 
payments,  for  programs  such  as  CRP  and  the  Wetlands  Reserve 
Program  or  will  that  be  a  responsibility  of  the  new  agency? 

(9)  Space  for  other  "partners" 


.-^\v.-   This  proposal  would  allow  for  space  for  conservation 
••V^^  "  ^    districts  and  other  partners  at  USDA  service  centers  when 

needed  and  desired.   How  will  these  determinations  be  made? 
What  other  partners  are  interested? 


-.-K 


(10)  National  Appeals  Division 


The  proposed  national  appeals  division  will  be  comprised  of 
the  current  FmHA  farmer  program  and  ASCS  appeals.   Since  SCS 
appeals  would  remain  with  the  new  Natural  Resources 
Conservation  agency,  do  you  anticipate  any  problems  or 
duplication  with  this  approach? 

(11)  Consolidated  Farm  Management  Flan 

■<^     The  Reinventing  Government  report:  includes  a  recommendation 
^■^^^  '    for  implementing  a  consolidated  farm  management  plan.   What 
V^^^    progrzuns  would  be  included?  How  would  regulations  be 
^^"^    simplified  for  farmers?  Will  this  require  legislative 
changes? 

(12)  Ifflprovlng  Land  Acquisition  Policies 


,x^ 
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One  of  the  recommendations  in  the  Reinventing  Government 
report  listed  under  Department  of  Interior  recommendations 


V>«^   ^■■^^  calls  for  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  modify  the  process 
^         for  determining  land  acquisition  priorities  and  procedures. 
What  changes  will  you  recommend  and  how  will  this  be 
accomplished? 

(JL?)  Expand  tlia  Use  of  Waivers  to  Encourage  Innovation 


^ 


^<. 


The  Reinventing  Government  report  recommends  establishment 
of  a  process  for  obtaining  waivers  from  federal  regulations 
and  identifying  those  regulations  for  which  this  process 
should  apply.   Would  these  waivers  apply  to  nutrition 
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QUESTION  #51:  SENATOR  LUGAR 

Field  office  closure/consolidation  and  the  Extension 
Service  Page  95  and  96  of  the  Reinventing  Government 
report  describe  the  proposal  to  close  or  consolidate 
1,200  field  office  of  DSDA  agencies.   The  narrative 
indicates  that  the  Cooperative  Extension  Service  would 
be  included  in  this  proposal.   However,  it  has  been  my 
xindersteuiding  that  local  Extension  Service  offices 
would  not  be  in^acted  by  this  field  office 
consolidation  since  they  are  governed  and  funded  by 
state  and  local  governments.   Would  you  please  clarify 
the  impact  of  this  field  office  proposal  on  the 
Cooperative  Extension  Service? 

ANSWER:    The  Cooperative  Extension  Service  will  not  be  a  part  of 
the  proposal  since  their  field  offices  are  located  and 
funded  by  the  state  and  local  governments .   Many 
offices  of  the  Cooperative  Extension  Service  are 
collocated  with  the  other  USDA  agencies  and  we  expect 
this  to  continue  in  many  counties. 
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QUESTION  #52: 

ANSWER:    Our  Intention  is  to  transfer  policy  direction  for 
the  conservation  programs  to  the  Natural  Resources 
Conservation  Service.   It  is  our  intention  in  the  field 
to  continue  to  ask  the  Farm  Service  Agency  as  the 
successor  to  the  ASCS  to  actually  issue  the  checks  for 
these  programs  in  the  context  the  policy  direction 
provided  from  the  Natural  Resources  Conservation 
Service .   This  would  be  done  under  a  Memorandum  of 
Understanding.   This  reorganization  is  one  of  several 
actions  we  are  taking  to  bring  about  an  overall 
reduction  in  USDA  headquarters  staffing  and  costs.   Our 
objective  is  to  achieve  a  reduction  in  headquarters 
staffing  by  1998  by  at  least  7  percent  with  a  reduction 
in  administrative  functions  of  at  least  10  percent. 
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QUESTION  # 


63: 


SENATOR  LUGAR 


This  proposal  would  allow  £or  space  for  conservation 
districts  and  other  partners  at  USDA  service  centers 
when  needed  fuid  desired.   How  will  these  determinations 
be  made?   what  other  partners  are  interested? 


ANSWER:    It  has  always  been  the  Department's  policy  to 

collocate,  whenever  possible,  with  other  srovemmental 
agencies  in  the  community.   These  decisions  are  made 
locally  as  the  situation  is  different  in  each  location. 
In  addition  to  Soil  Conservation  Districts,  other 
possible  "partners"  could  include  any  local,  state  or 
Federal  agency. 
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QUESTION  #54; 


ANSWER:    Our  proposal  provides  for  an  independent  National 

Appeals  Division  reporting  directly  to  the  Secretary. 
This  division  would  be  able  to  handle  a  variety  of 
appeals  including  those  arising  from  the  former  FmHA 
farm  program,  the  former  ASCS  programs,  and  the 
programs  of  the  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service. 


Question  from  Senator  Lugar. 
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(11)  The  Reinventing  Government  report  includes  a  recommendation  for 
implementing  a  consolidated  farm  management  plan.  What  programs 
wovdd  be  included?  How  would  regulation  be  simplified  for  farmers?  Will 
this  require  legislation? 

The  Department  envisions  the  following  plans  would  be  incorporated  into  a 
consolidated  farm  management  plan: 

1.  Voluntary  Conservation  Plan 

2.  Conservation  Compliance  Plan 

3.  Conservation  Reserve  Program  Plan  (Planned  Practices) 

4.  ACP  Long  term  Agreement 

5.  Water  Quality  Incentive  Program  Plan 

6.  Long  Term  Contract  under  Land  Treatment  Watersheds  (P.L.-566) 

7.  Great  Plains  Conservation  Program  Plan 

8.  Wetlands  Reserve  Program  Plan 

9.  Water  Bank  Program  Plan 

10.  Integrated  Farm  Management  Plan 

11.  Wetland  Mitigation 

IZ    Water  Quality  Plan  in  Hydrologic  Area 

13.  Colorado  River 

14.  Rural  Clean  Water  Plan 

Consolidating  these  various  plans  into  one  document  would  ensure  that  any 
dollars  spent  for  conservation  purposes  would  be  focused  on  identified 
conservation  and  environmental  problems.    This  would  maximize  the  value 
of  dollars  expended  for  conservation  purposes. 

Regarding  impact  on  the  farmer,  the  intent  of  is  to  make  environmental 
planning  easier  and  more  "farmer-friendly,"  provide  one-stop  shopping  for 
producers  to  develop  ecosystem-based  plans  for  managing  natural  resources, 
and  to  simplify  farmer  compliance  by  having  all  USDA  conservation  and 
environmental  plans  in  one  place.   It  is  hoped  that  eventually  all  land  users 
will  have  the  opportunity  to  have  one  plan. 

As  to  whether  or  not  legislation  would  be  needed,  current  authorities  provide 
the  Secretary  vdth  administrative  flexibility  to  accomplish  much  of  the 
Departments  goals  in  this  area.  However,  legislation  similar  to  H.R.1440 
would  be  beneficial  in  that  it  would  provide  both  dear  Congressional 
direction  and  a  mechanism  for  other  depjirtments  to  work  cooperatively  with 
USDA  on  environmental  issues  affecting  agriculture.    Any  program 
established  by  legislation  would  need  to  be  flexible  to  accommodate  the 
differing  missions,  objectives,  amd  requirements   of  the  agencies  involved. 
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QUESTIPN  FROM  SENATOR  LUGAR 
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Improving  Land  Acquisition  Policies 

Question;   One  of  the  recommendations  in  the  Reinventing 
Government  report  listed  under  Department  of  Interior 
recommendations  calls  for  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
modify  the  process  for  determining  land  acquisition 
priorities  and  procedures.   What  changes  will  you  recommend 
and  how  will  this  be  accomplished? 

Answer;   A  land  acquisition  priority  rating  system  which 
considers  factors  such  as  recreation  opportunities, 
conservation  of  threatened  or  endangered  species  habitat, 
protection  of  significant  cultural  resources,  acquisition  of 
wetland  and  riparian  areas,  and  protection  of  rare 
ecological  communities  which  promote  biological  diversity 
will  be  used  for  evaluating  and  prioritizing  of  proposals. 

There  are  opportunities  to  improve  the  acquisition  process 
by  eliminating  redundancy  in  the  process. 
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jfll       programs  to  encourage  states  to  simplify  and  better 

^*  coordinate  programs  to  better  meet  the  needs  of  recipients? 

(14)  Office  lease  contracts 


^ 


The  final  stumbling  block  to  ASCS  field  office  closings 
which  has  been  raised  is  with  regard  to  office  building 
lease  contracts.   It  has  been  argued  that  certain  offices 
cannot  be  closed  because  they  have  a  long  term  lease.   It  is 
my  understanding  that  the  ASCS  handbook  requires  that  all 
lease  contracts  must  have  an  "escape"  clause  which  would 
allow  them  to  get  out  of  the  lease  if  the  office  is  closed. 
I  know  that  there  is  controversy  within  ASCS  on  whether  or 
not  these  lease  contracts  are  binding.   In  any  event,  as  we 
move  toward  a  much  streamlined  USDA,  we  must  mcOce  sure  that 
these  future  lease  arrangements  do  not  preclude  the 
Secretary  from  taking  action  to  close  the  office  immediately 
should  that  action  be  in  order.   Do  you  have  any  comments  on 
this  issue  Mr.  Secretary? 


ZNTERNATIONAL  QUESTIONS 

You  intend  to  combine  the  Foreign  Agricultiiral  Service  (FAS) 
and  the  Organization  for  International  Cooperation  and 
Development  (OICD) .   Such  a  combination  meUces  sense. 

Will  the  OICD  unit  continue  its  work  of  subcontracting 
development  projects  for  the  Agency  for  International 
Development  (AID)? 

(-,  ^Sf     Did  the  Gore  task  force  consider  that  in  many  parts  of  the 
world,  AID  has  offices  with  large  numbers  of  people,  while 
FAS  posts  in  embassies  are  chronically  understaffed?  A 
prime  exzunple  is  the  former  Soviet  Union,  where  a  staff  that 
previously  covered  a  single  nation  must  now  try  to  develop 
markets  in  12  separate  countries.   Is  there  any  potential 
for  shifting  full-tine  equivalent  (FTE)  staff  years  from  AID 
to  FAS  in  some  of  these  situations? 


MUTRITZON  gOESTIONS 

\  -]  Hjf-     Consolidate  Food  Stamp  Training  Program  into  the  Employment 
and  Training  Program  in  tba  Department  of  Labor 

One  of  the  recommendations  in  the  Reinventing  Government 

U        report  was  to  place  responsibility  for  the  Food  Stamp 
^c;  \  Employment  and  Training  Program  within  the  Department  of 

Labor's  Employment  and  Training  Administration.   Would 
employment  and  training  still  be  mandatory  for  food  stsunp 
recipients  under  this  proposal?  What  changes  would  be  seen 
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QUESTION  #57:  Sen.  Lugar 

Bxpeuid  the  Use  of  Waivers  to  Encourage  Innovation 

The  Reinventing  Government  report  recommends 
estaLbllshment  of  a  process  for  obtaining  waivers  from 
federal  regulations  and  Identifying  those  regulations 
for  which  this  process  should  apply.   Would  these 
waivers  apply  to  nutrition  programs  to  encourage  states 
to  simplify  and  better  coordinate  programs  to  better 
meet  the  needs  of  recipients? 

ANSWER:    Unlike  many  other  Departments,  the  Department  of 

Agriculture  already  has  relatively  extensive  authority 
to  waive  Food  Stiunp  Program  re<iulrements  If  requested 
to  do  so  by  State  agencies  In  order  to  simplify  program 
administration  or  to  coordinate  with  the  policies  and 
procedures  of  other  progreuns .   The  Department  has  broad 
authority  to  approve  waivers  of  regulatory 
re<xulrements,  to  conduct  demonstration  projects,  or  to 
run  the  Disaster  Food  Steunp  Program.   Nevertheless,  the 
need  for  additional  waiver  authority  is  being  explored 
as  part  of  the  President's  welfare  reform  effort. 
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QUESTION 


#5S: 


SENATOR  LD6AR 


The  final  stumbling  block  to  ASCS  field  office  closings 
which  has  been  raised  is  with  regard  to  office  building 
lease  contracts .   It  has  been  argued  that  certain 
offices  cannot  be  closed  because  they  have  a  long  term 
lease .   It  is  my  understanding  that  the  ASCS  handbook 
requires  that  all  lease  contracts  must  have  an  "escape" 
clause  which  would  allow  them  to  get  out  of  the  lease 
if  the  office  is  closed.   I  know  that  there  is 
controversy  within  ASCS  on  whether  or  not  these  lease 
contracts  are  binding.   In  any  event,  as  we  move  toward 
a  much  streamlined  USDA,  we  must  make  sure  that  these 
future  lease  arrangements  do  not  preclude  the  Secretary 
from  taking  action  to  close  the  office  immediately 
should  that  action  be  in  order.   Do  you  have  any 
comments  on  this  issue  Mr.  Secretary? 

ANSWER:    I  agree  that  future  leases  must  contain  a  clause  which 
allows  the  Government  to  move  out  of  an  office  location 
without  penalty,  provided  it  has  given  the  landlord 
written  notice  within  a  specified  period.   It  is  my 
understanding  that  most  ASCS  leases  contain  such  a 
clause  and  this  will  not  be  a  roadblock  to 
reorganization  except  in  a  few  locations. 

Although  ASCS's  field  office  leasing  handbook  states 
that  each  field  office  lease  must  contain  a  termination 
clause  of  120  days  or  less,  a  memorandvim  from  the 
headquarters  to  all  State  Executive  Directors  is 
requesting  that  effective  immediately,  all  new  leases 
and  lease  renewals  shall  have  a  termination  clause  not 
to  exceed  60  days.   A  30-day  termination  clause  is 
preferred. 


224 


QUESTION  #59: 


ANSWER:    Yes.  Our  reorganization  does  not  anticipate  any  change 
in  our  relationship  with  the  Agency  for  International 
Development  (AID) . 
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QUESTION  #60: 


ANSWER:    As  you  know,  our  reorganization  proposal  deals  with  the 
current  responsibilities  of  the  Department.   Therefore, 
we  are  not  in  a  position  to  comment  on  a  possible  shift 
of  staffing  from  AID  to  USDA,  and  I  am  not  aware  of  any 
proposals  in  the  National  Performance  Review  package 
which  would  have  this  objective.   However,  it  is  an 
interesting  question,  and  I  will  ask  Departmental 
officials  to  follow  through  euad  see  if  there  are  any 
possibilities  along  these  lines. 


u 
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at  the  local  level  for  recipients  and  administrators  with 
this  change?   Would  different  services  be  provided  to 
recipients  than  are  currently  available? 

The  report  indicates  that  $1.04  billion  in  savings  would  be 
redirected  by  the  shift  from  USDA  to  Labor.   Would  you 
please  explain  the  basis  for  this  estimate. 


.i^ 


1^  ta^     Food  stamp  Electronic  Benefit  Transfer  (EBT)  nationwide  by 
1996 

The  Reinventing  Government  report  indicates  support  for 
USDA's  commitment  to  issue  food  stamps  electronically  by 
1996.   How  will  this  goal  be  achieved  and  are  there  savings 
that  are  expected  as  a  result  of  changing  the  way  that  food 
stamps  are  delivered  to  recipients? 


^ 


\^7  (91   Electronic  Benefit  Transfer  (EBT)  proposal 

How  will  the  goal  of  going  nationwide  with  EBT  for  food 
stamps  by  1996  fit  in  with  the  President's  health  care 
,aS      proposal?   I  have  read  a  report  indicating  that  $100  million 
j/f^^^     would  be  spent  on  new  computer  systems.   Will  states  be 
\L^  ]  encouraged  to  include  assistance  programs  in  these  new 
Ng*^^   systems?   Or  at  a  minimum  will  states  be  encouraged  to 

ensure  that  these  new  systems  would  be  compatible  with  an 
EBT  delivery  system? 

'^Q^t  Definition  of  cars  for  assistance  programs 

On  page  38  of  the  Reinventing  Government  report,  reference 
is  made  to  assistance  programs  for  low- income  fcunilies  and 
<  _,_,^  they  way  that  cars  are  counted  for  determining  eligibility 
S^ncl  benefits.   Does  the  Department  have  a  specific 
'recommendation  on  how  to  better  simplify  and  coordinate 
assistance  programs  like  AFDC  and  Food  Stamps? 


^); 


?^\ 


\^ 


fA^  Hunan  Nutrition  information  service  (HNZS) 

^■v  Under  this  proposal,  HNIS  will  be  renamed  but  will  remain 
/*^\under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Under  Secretary  for  Food, 
V^g^J Nutrition  and  Consumer  Services.   The  FY94  ag  appropriations 
^**^  conference  report  consolidates  HNIS  into  the  Agricultural 
Reseeurch  Service.   Why  was  HNIS  retained  as  a  separate 
agency  in  this  proposal? 

nOtXERS  HONE  ADMIHXSTRATIOM  Q0HSTI0H8 

'XQ.fB   Centralised  Servicing 

The  FmHA  502  loan  program  provides  low  cost  housing  loans 
for  rural  families.   In  the  recent  past  it  has  been  the 
^Vx     focus  of  several  studies,  both  internal  to  FmHA  and  by 
^       outside  consultants  -  most  recently  the  GAO.   In  virtually 


227 

Luaj^  QM.'^  Consolidate  Food  Stamp  Training  Program  into  the 

Employment  and  Training  Program  in  the  Department  of 
Labor 

one  of  the  recommendations  in  the  Reinventing 
Government  report  was  to  place  responsibility  for  the 
Food  Stamp  Employment  and  Training  Program  within  the 
Department  of  Labor's  Employment  and  Training 
Administration.   Would  employment  and  training  still  be 
mandatory  for  food  stiunp  recipients  under  this 
proposal?  What  changes  would  be  seen  at  the  local 
level  for  recipients  and  administrators  with  this 
change?  Would  different  services  be  provided  to 
recipients  than  are  currently  availzUsle? 

The  report  indicates  that  $1.04  billion  in  savings 
would  be  redirected  by  the  shift  from  USDA  to  Labor. 
Would  you  please  explain  the  basis  for  this  estimate? 

A.         USDA  supports  the  recommendation  of  the  National 

Performance  Review  Board  to  consolidate  employment  and 
training  programs  by  merging  the  Food  Stamp  Employment 
and  Training  Program  with  other  mainstream  programs. 
In  this  regard,  the  Department  is  open  to  further 
exploration  as  to  whether  the  Food  Stamp  Employment  and 
Training  Program  should  be  transferred  to  the 
Department  of  Labor  or  more  closely  aligned  with  the 
Job  Opportunities  and  Basic  Skills  Training  Program 
under  the  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services. 

In  the  event  that  the  Food  Stamp  Employment  and 
~      Training  Program  is  transferred  to  another  Department, 
we  would  support  the  continuation  of  a  mandatory  work 
requirement  for  able-bodied  food  stamp  recipients.   We 
believe  this  merge  will  generally  result  in  the 
provision  of  more  intensive  services  for  food  stamp 
recipients. 

In  regard  to  the  projected  cost  savings  contained  in 
the  Reinventing  Government  report,  we  have  not  had  an 
opportunity  to  review  the  details  on  this  estimate. 
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Ji/2. 

J   Q-49^     Food  Stamp  Electronic  Benefit  Transfer  (EBT)  nationwide 
*     by  1996. 

The  Reinventing  Government  report  indicate  support  for 
USDA's  commitment  to  issue  food  stzunps  electronically 
by  1996.   How  will  this  goal  be  achieved  and  are  there 
savings    that  are  expected  as  a  result  of  changing  the 
way  that  food   stamps  are  delivered  to  recipients? 

A.        Our  goal  is  to  initiate  EBT  activity  in  all  states  by 
1996.   To  accomplish  this  we  will  follow  a  two  part 
strategy.   First,  through  technical  assistance 
contacts,  we  will  aggressively  seek  the  commitment  of 
all  States  to  provide  EBT  services.   Second,  we  will 
work  with  the  Treasury  Department  and  the  Federal 
Reserve  to  construct  the  foundation  of  high  volume 
electronic  settlement  processes  and  commercially 
compatible  operating  rules  necessary  to  support 
nationwide  EBT  for  government  benefit  payments.   Once 
nationwide  EBT  is  fully  operational  we  do  expect  both 

improved  service  and  savings  compared  to  the  operation 
of  the  coupon  based  program.   Exzunples  of  service 
improvements  and  savings  have  been  documented  in  our 
recent  studies  of  EBT  in  New  Mexico  and  Minnesota. 
However,  for  the  next  several  years,  we  will  need  to 
devote  any  modest  operational  savings  to  the  further 
development  of  EBT  in  an  attempt  to  remain  cost 
neutral. 
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^i,3 


Ujoa^    Q.m      Electronic  Benefit  Transfer  (EBT)  proposal. 

How  will  the  goal  of  going  nationwide  with  EBT  for  food 
stamps  by  1996  fit  in  with  the  President's  health  care 
proposal?  I  have  read  a  report  indicating  that  $100 
million  would  be  spent  on  new  computer  systems.   Will 
States  be  encouraged  to  include  assistance  programs  in 
these  new  systems?  Or  at  a  minimum  will  states  be 
encouraged  to  ensure  that  these  new  systems  would  be 
compatible  with  an  EBT  delivery  system? 

A.         The  food  stamps  EBT  activity  is  being  coordinated 
within  the  franiework  of  an  interagency  Task  Force 
created  to  implement  the  National  Performance  Review 
recommendations  on  EBT.   Within  the  next  si-x  months 
this  group  is  charged  with  developing  a  strategic  plan 
for  EBT  across  programs.   Discussions  leading  to  the 
development  of  this  plan  should  generate  a  more  precise 
answer  concerning  the  relationships  among  the  many 
programs  that  could  be  served  by  standardized  EBT 
systems.   At  a  minimum,  States  would  be  encouraged  to 
ensure  that  any  new  health  related  systems  are 
compatible  with  EBT  systems.   With  regard  to  funds  to 
be  spent  on  computer  systems,  we  are  unfamiliar  with 
the  $100  million  report  reference. 
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Lui 


^CV 


'^'^  Q.ii      Definition  of  cars  for  assistance  programs 

on  page  38  of  the  Reinventing  Government  report, 
reference  is  made  to  assistance  programs  for  low-income 
families  and  the  way  that  cars  are  counted  for 
determining  eligibility  and  benefits.   Does  the 
Department  have  a  specific  recommendation  on  how  to 
better  simplify  and  coordinate  assistance  progriuas  like 
AFDC  and  Food  Stamps? 

A.         Food  Stamp  Program  simplification  and  improving  access 
to  the  program  for  low-income  families  are  important  to 
the  Administration.   The  President's  Welfare  Reform 
Task  Force  will  be  considering  the  means  of  achieving 
both  of  these  goals.   The  Department  wants  to  continue 
to  work  with  the  Department  of  Health  and  Human 
Services  to  improve  coordination  between  policies  and 
procedures  of  the  Food  Stamp  and  Aid  to  Families  with 
Dependent  Children  Programs  and  with  the  Congress  to 

build  on  past  efforts  to  simplify  the  Food  Stamp 
Program . 

As  for  your  specific  question  about  the  Food  Stamp 
Program's  treatment  of  vehicles,  any  changes 
substantive  enough  to  accomplish  simplification  would 
also  have  substantial  consequences  for  the  Budget  and 
recipients  that  would  have  to  be  examined.   For 
instance,  conforming  FSP  vehicle  policy  to  AFDC's  more 
rigorous  policy  would  make  some  FSP  households 
ineligible,  while  conforming  AFDC's  policy  to  FSP 
policy  could  significantly  increase  their  caseload. 
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QUESTION  #65; 


ANSWER:    We  think  the  Department's  role  in  nutrition  and 
particularly  in  nutrition  education  is  extremely 
important.   We  wcint  to  strengthen  our  functions  in  this 
area,  and  build  up  our  expertise.   We  felt  this  could 
best  be  done  by  maintaining  a  separate  existence  of  the 
Human  Nutrition  Information  Service,  which  would  be 
renamed  the  Nutrition  Research  and  Education  Service. 
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all  of  the  reviews,  it  was  suggested  the  FmHA  could  realize 
considerable  operating  efficiencies  by  moving  to  a 
centralized,  method  of  servicing  those  loans.   Further,  it 
was  suggested  that  FmHA  would  also  gain  valuable  information 
about  the  nature  and  characteristics  of  the  rural  housing 
portfolio. 

^.    Based  on  the  fact  that  these  studies  show  that  centralized 
y^,    servicing  of  the  Single  Family  Housing  loans  will  save 
"^        between  $62-102  million  annually,  what  is  the  current 
position  of  FmHA  on  centralized  servicing? 


^3  TW   A  typical  FmHA  county  office  provides  a  myriad  of  services 
'j^  ^  ranging  from  loan  origination  and  servicing  on  housing  loans 
\'''^'JJ_  to  origination,  servicing  and  workouts  of  farmer  loans, 
^^^ysiven  that  extensive  menu  of  services,  can  such  a  local 
,\^^?^'of f  ice  provide  the  same  amount  of  borrower  services  that  a 
centralized,  single  service  office  provides? 


'Y-\<Vl\ 


;5*.(  -191^   It  has  been  5  years  since  Public  Law  100-242  required  FmHA 
y*^  »to  provide  escrow  service  to  their  borrowers.   Are  you 
'  ■• '^  ,.  xf5/Currently  able  to  provide  those  services?   If  not,  when  will 
.^"^'  '    ^**^you  be  able  to  comply  with  the  law? 

-\c:  -  aM^*^What  does  it  cost  FmHA,  per  loan,  to  service  a  loan  under 
T\     V^^j^^e  502  lending  program? 

."^IgtSi      As  I  understand  it,  FmHA  restricts  borrowers  from 

^r\^  refinancing  their  direct  502  loan  into  the  1980-D  Guarantee 
"^Program.   Under  current  scoring  rules,  loans  guaranteed  are 
much  less  costly  to  taxpayers.   What  is  the  policy  basis 
behind  such  a  restriction? 


<@l 


^\ 


^tS^     Do  you  currently  have  the  ability  to  determine,  on  a  case  by 
^/■"'^vase  basis,  those  borrowers  that  should  graduate  from  the 
C^l   fnHA  rural  housing  lending  program  to  commercial  sources  of 
^>«-— Credit? 


SCXEHCB  AHD  TECHHOLOOY  POLICY 

'^V.IO  The  Reinventing  Government  report  includes  a  recommendation 
^^c^for  creation  of  a  National  Science  and  Technology  Council 
//}«\fhich  would  direct  science  and  technology  policy  and 
XJ^jTresearch  from  the  federal  level,   "niis  new  council  may  b« 

grzmted  authority  to  compel  federal  agencies  to  participate 
^   in  certain  research  projects  and  to  direct  agencies  on  how 
!(jn^^       to  spend  research  funds.   What  impact  would  this  new  science 
and  technology  council  have  on  USDA  research  programs? 
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QUESTION  FROM  SENATOR  LUGAR 


Question  -2*  The  FmHA  502  loan  program  provides  low  cost  housing  loans  for  rural 
families.  In  the  recent  past  it  has  been  the  focus  of  several  studies,  both  internal  to  FmHA 
and  by  outside  consultants  -  most  recently  the  GAO.  In  virtually  all  of  the  reviews,  it  was 
suggested  the  FmHA  could  realize  considerable  operating  efficiencies  by  moving  to  a 
centralized  method  of  servicing  those  loans.  Further,  it  was  suggested  that  FmHA  would 
also  gain  valuable  information  about  the  nature  and  characteristics  of  the  rural  housing 
portfolio. 

Based  on  the  fact  that  these  studies  show  that  centralized  servicing  of  the  Single  Family 
Housing  loans  will  save  between  $62-102  million  annually,  what  is  the  current  position  of 
FmHA  on  centralized  servicing? 

ANSWER:  The  Agency  mission  is  to  serve  as  a  lender  of  last  resort  that  provides 
supervised  credit  to  low-income  rural  residents.  In  this  regard,  the  needs  of  FmHA 
borrowers  are  different  from  those  in  the  private  sector. 

The  face-to-face  contact  available  in  the  current  FmHA  county  office  structure  provides  the 
supervised  credit  essential  to  the  Agency's  mission.  Combined  with  a  modern,  stand-alone 
mortgage  system  with  escrow  capability,  FmHA  can  provide  service  to  low-income  rural 
residents  that  match  the  standards  of  the  private  sector. 

The  Agency  is  designing  a  new  mortgage  servicing  system  dedicated  solely  to  single  family 
housing.  The  system  will  enable  the  Agency  to  utilize  techniques  and  attain  efficiencies 
employed  in  the  private  sector  and  capture  a  large  portion  of  the  dollar  savings  projected 
by  the  GAO  report,  while  still  achieving  its  mission  of  providing  supervised  credit  to  low 
income  borrowers. 


234 


*67 


QUESTION  FROM  SENATOR  LUGAR 


Question  ^  A  typical  FmHA  county  office  provides  a  myriad  of  services  ranging  from 
loan  origination  and  servicing  on  housing  loan  to  origination,  servicing  and  workouts  of 
farmer  loans.  Given  that  extensive  menu  of  services,  can  such  a  local  office  provide  the 
same  amount  of  borrower  services  that  a  centralized,  single  service  office  provides? 

ANSWER:  The  local  county  offices  currently  provide  many  of  the  services  that  you  would 
find  in  the  centralized  office. 

In  addition,  FmHA  local  offices  have  the  expertise  and  are  in  a  unique  position  to  provide 
credit  counseling  to  borrowers  on  a  face-to-face  basis,  make  visits  to  the  borrowers 
residence,  complete  property  appraisals  and  inspections  to  assist  borrowers  considering  sale 
of  their  property,  complete  on-site  interest  credit  reviews,  as  well  as  other  services. 
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#68 


QUESTION  FROM  SENATOR  LUGAR 


Question  2iL,  It  has  been  5  years  since  Public  Law  100-242  required  FmHA  to  provide 
escrow  service  to  their  borrowers.  Are  you  currently  able  to  provide  those  services?  If  not 
when  will  you  be  able  to  comply  with  the  law? 

ANSWER:  I  understand  that  FmHA  is  unable  to  provide  these  services  at  the  present  time. 
A  previous  attempt  at  escrow  a  few  years  ago  was  not  successful  because  our  present  loan 
accounting  system  is  not  compatible  with  private  sector  escrow  technology.  Chemical 
Residential  Mortgage  Corporation  has  proven  that  a  private  sector  system  can  be  purchased 
and  modiHed  to  service  the  unique  requirements  of  the  FmHA  program.  This  can  be 
realized  without  the  centalization  of  servicing  activities. 

The  GAO  report  indicates  that  it  would  be  more  effective  to  purchase  a  new  mortgage 
servicing  system  including  escrow  than  to  try  and  add  escrow  capability  to  FmHA's  present 
system. 

FmHA  is  currently  examining  the  options  and  upon  its  decision  to  proceed,  it  will  take 
approximately  3  to  5  years  to  fully  implement  the  escrow  system  nationwide. 
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QUESTION  FROM  SENATOR  LUGAR 


Question  2J?  What  does  it  cost  FmHA,  per  loan,  to  service  a  loan  under  the  502  lending 
program? 


ANSWER:  Costs  identified  with  servicing  single  family  housing  loans  at  the  county, 
district,  state,  national  and  finance  office  are  $155,781,518.  Presently,  the  FmHA  portfolio' 
of  single  family  loans  is  651,081.  This  represents  an  annual  cost  of  $240  per  loan. 
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QUESTION  FROM  SENATOR  LUGAR 


Question  2#r  As  I  understand  it,  FmHA  restricts  borrowers  from  refinancing  their  direct 
502  loan  into  the  1980-D  Guarantee  program.  Under  current  scoring  rules,  loans 
guaranteed  are  much  less  costly  to  taxpayers.  What  is  the  policy  basis  behind  such  a 
restriction? 

ANSWER:  The  restriction  on  rennancing  is  statutory.  The  enabling  legislation  for  the 
Rural  Housing  Guaranteed  Program  restricts  its  use  to  the  acquisition  of  housing. 
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QUESTION  FROM  SENATOR  LUGAR 


Questional:  Do  you  currently  have  the  ability  to  determine,  on  a  case  by  case  basis,  those 
borrowers  that  should  graduate  from  the  FmHA  rural  housing  lending  program  to 
commercial  sources  of  credit? 

ANSWER:  Yes.  During  fiscal  year  1993  through  August  31,  1993,  26,860  borrowers  have 
refinanced  a  total  of  $617,834,669. 
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QUESTION  FROM  SENATOR  LUGAR 


Q:        The  Reinventing  Government  report  includes  a  recommendation  for  creation  of  a 

National  Science  and  Technology  Council  which  would  direct  science  and  technology 
policy  and  research  from  the  federal  level.   This  new  council  may  be  granted 
authority  to  compel  federal  agencies  to  participate  in  certain  research  projects  and  to 
direct  agencies  on  how  to  spend  research  funds.   What  impact  would  this  new  science 
aild  technology  council  have  on  USDA  research  programs? 


I  support  the  President's  proposal  to  combine  several  existing  policy  groups  and 
establish  a  National  Science  and  Technology  Council  to  provide  national  leadership 
for  research  coordination  among  Federal  agencies.   The  Department  will,  of  course, 
need  to  continue  to  deploy  its  resources  to  fulfill  the  intent  of  Congress,  to  meet  the 
needs  of  producers  and  consumers  of  agricultural  products,  and  to  achieve  sustainable 
food  and  agricultural  technologies. 
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In  General 


QUESTIONS  FOR  SECRETARY  ESPY 


'V 


U. 


■^r^^ 


The  legislation,  as  I  read  it,  provides  to  you  a  great  deal 
of  discretionary  authority  to  reshape  and  remold  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.   It  is  not  very  specific  as  to 
how  you  intend  to  implement  changes  or  when.   Many  of  the 
members  of  this  committee  are  aware  generally  of  your  plans 
with  regard  to  the  Farm  Service  Agency.   Can  you  provide 
some  detail  with  regard  to  your  specific  plans  for 
restructuring  the  other  agencies?   Please  begin  with  your 
vision  of  the  field  structure  reforms  in  agencies  other  than 
those  targeted  for  merger  into  the  Farm  Service  Agency  and 
then  follow  that  with  your  plans  for  the  Forest  Service? 

As  a  followup:   Under  Secretary  Madigan,  joint  USDA/OMB  SWAT 
teams  were  established  to  review  the  "other  agencies"  and 
the  Forest  Service.   Are  those  SWAT  teams  still  at  work,  and 
when  will  you  have  specific  recommendations  based  upon  their 
research? 

-^C^B})  Reduction  in  staffing 

You  have  set  as  a  target  the  elimination  of  7500  USDA  jobs 
over  the  next  4  years.   Some  have  suggested  that  such  a  work 
force  reduction  will  be  accomplished  through  the  transfer  of 
agencies  and  functions  to  other  cabinet  level  departments. 
In  support  of  that  statement,  the  naysayers  are  pointing  to 
the  absence  of  effort  on  the  part  of  the  Department  to 
eliminate  the  language  constraining  administrative 
flexibility  that  is  contained  in  the  past  several 
appropriations  bills.  That  language  establishes  minimum 
employment  levels  for  the  FmHA,  ASCS,  REA  and  SCS. 

This  is  an  important  issue  and  one  that  is  not  likely  to  be 
resolved  without  strong  leadership  by  the  Administration. 
Last  week  I  wrote  to  Vice  President  Gore  concerning  a 
similar  situation  with  regard  to  the  Forest  Service.   Since 
1974 ,  the  Interior  Appropriations  bill  has  contained  a 
provision  that  makes  it  virtually  impossible  for  the  Forest 
Service  to  make  changes  in  its  regional  structure  or  with 
regard  to  the  Service's  research  stations.   I  urged  the  Vice 
President  to  contact  the  members  of  the  Interior 
Appropriations  conference  in  an  attempt  to  remove  this 
prohibition. 


When  do  you  expect  to  begin  the  work  force  reduction 
process,  and  how  do  you  expect  that  it  will  occ\ir? 


(? 
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QCTESTIOM  #73: 

ANSWER:    We  cannot  achieve  either  the  improved  service  or  the 
budget  savings  envisioned  in  our  proposal  unless  we 
maJce  changes  in  all  o£  our  field  delivery  systems. 
There  are  a  number  o£  reports  on  individual  field 
delivery  systems  which  were  completed  last  year.   These 
reports  include  the  Forest  Service,  the  Agricultural 
Research  Service,  aind  a  number  of  other  agencies  with 
large  field  systems.   In  each  case  specific 
recommendations  were  made  to  simplify  these  field 
systems  and  eliminate  unnecessary  offices.   Z  have 
asked  the  appropriate  subcabinet  officer  in  each  area 
to  review  these  reports  and.   build  savings  into  their 
specific  plans  for  implementing  the  reorganization 
proposals  in  their  areas . 
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QUESTION  #74: 

ANSWER:    Our  proposals  envision  a  reduction  of  aJaout  7  percent 
in  USDA  employment  over  a  period  of  5  years .   These 
proposals  would  be  achieved  largely  through  attrition 
or  through  the  use  of  retirement  incentives  such  as 
those  proposed  in  recent  legislation  submitted  by  the 
Administration.   The  process  would  begin  soon  after 
passage  of  our  proposed  legislation,  but  savings  and 
personnel  reductions  at  the  front  end  of  the  process 
would  likely  be  relatively  small.   Significant 
reductions  would  likely  take  place  in  fiscal  years 
1996,  1997  and  1998. 


You  are  correct  that  the  language  in  the  appropriations 
bill  establishing  minimum  employment  levels  for  a 
number  of  USDA  agencies  has  in  the  past  functioned  as 
a  constraint  on  attempts  to  make  the  Department  more 
efficient.   Efforts  by  the  Department  to  secure  the 
elimination  of  these  minimum  levels  have  not  been 
successful.   However,  an  agreement  has  been  reached 
to  remove  these  levels  from  our  pending  1994 
appropriations  bill.   It  should  also  be  understood 
that  in  our  judgement,  enactment  of  our  reorganization 
legislation  would  have  rendered  those  provisions  moot 
sinqply  because  the  agencies  covered  by  those  provisions 
would  have  been  terminated  by  our  legislation. 
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some'  1000   ^mploy^es   scattered/thr 

3 1  your ;  ltj6enttion  "tcO'fc^ng  (the 

^ roof .  ^-4^an"*y^u-br>rig   thS"^«Qininittee 

dat^  on^wha"t  hasMhappened  to   that    initi'ative?  ^ 

cnCice  "' ' 


or  consolidated?   K 

J 

"^l  4S^     FmKA  —  centralized  servicing  of  rural  housing  loans 

The  GAO  has  suggested  that  USDA  consider  the  use  o£  a 
centralized  agency,  either  inside  or  outside  the  Department, 
to  service  the  $18.8  billion  FmHA  rural  housing  loan 
portfolio.   GAO's  recommendation  was  based  in  part  on  FmHA 
internal  studies  that  found  significant  cost  savings 
associated  with  the  centralized  approach  (by  some  estimates 
$102  million  annually) ,  as  well  as  the  potential  for  further 
reducing  the  FmHA  field  operations. 

Reforms  in  areas  such  as  this  depend  on  your  vision  for  the 
Department.   Actions  you  take  will  depend  on  whether  you  are 
committed  -  to  use  the  words  of  the  National  Performance 
Review,  to   "fundamentally  change  the  way  government  does 
business    ...  to  create  a  permanent  pressure  to  streamlin* 
programs,  abandon  the  obsolete,  and  improve  what's  left." 
Centralized  servicing  appears  to  be  an  issue  that  could  be 
used  to  demonstrate  USDA's  resolve  to  reduce  costs  and 
improve  efficiency. 

Have  you  reviewed  the  issues  surrounding  the  centralized 
servicing  of  FmHA  rural  housing  loans?   If  so,  can  you  share 
with  the  committee  your  action  plan 

Soil  Conservation  service  (SCS) 

In  recent  years,  the  Congress  has  begun  requiring  farmers  to 
adopt  more  environmentally  benign  production  practices  in 
order  to  continue  receiving  commodity  program  benefits. 
That  trend  is  likely  to  continue  in  the  next  farm  bill.   As 
a  result,  however,  the  responsibilities  of  SCS  increasingly 
overlap  with  those  of  ASCS.   President  Clinton's  original 
budget  for  fiscal  year  1994  released  in  April  recognized 
this  trend  and  proposed  to  include  the  SCS  in  ths  new  Farm 
Service  Agency.   In  contrast,  your  headquarters 
reorganization  plan  released  in  early  September  calls  for 
SCS  to  remain  under  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Natiiral 
Resources  and  Environment  outside  of  the  proposed  Farm 
Service  Agency. 


i^ 


Why  was  SCS  not  made  part  of  the  Farm  Service  Agency  as  the 
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QUESTION  FROM  SENATOR  LUGAR 


Question  9i:   FmHA  --  centralized  servicing  of  rural  housing  loans 

The  GAO  has  suggested  that  USDA  consider  the  use  of  a  centralized  agency,  either  inside 
or  outside  the  Department  to  service  the  $18.8  billion  FmHA  rural  housing  loan  portfolio. 
GAO's  recommendation  was  based  in  part  on  FmHA  internal  studies  that  found  significant 
cost  savings  associated  with  the  centralized  approach  (by  some  estimates  $102  million 
annually),  as  well  as  the  potential  for  further  reducing  the  FmHA  field  operations. 

Reforms  in  areas  such  as  this  depend  on  your  vision  for  the  Department.  Actions  you  take 
will  depend  on  whether  you  are  committed  -  to  use  the  words  of  the  National  Performance 
Review,  to  "fundamentally  change  the  way  government  does  business  ...  to  create  a 
permanent  pressure  to  streamline  programs,  abandon  the  obsolete,  and  improve  what's  left." 
Centralized  servicing  appears  to  be  an  issue  that  could  be  used  to  demonstrate  USDA's 
resolve  to  reduce  costs  and  improve  efficiency. 

Have  you  reviewed  the  issues  surrounding  the  centralized  servicing  of  FmHA  rural  housing 
loans?   If  so,  can  you  share  with  the  committee  your  action  plan. 

Answer:  We  have  been  considering  these  issues  and  the  Agency  has  identiFied  steps  to 
respond  to  many  of  the  issues  that  relate  to  centralized  servicing. 

1.  We  want  to  purchase  an  independent  amortized  loan  accounting  system. 

2.  We  want  to  modify  that  system  to  meet  the  special  need  of  FmHA.  Chemical  Residential 
Mortgage  Corporation  has  already  proven  with  their  system  that  such  a  modiHcation  is 
possible. 

3.  We  plan  to  have  as  a  key  part  of  that  accounting  system  the  ability  to  escrow  taxes  and 
insurance  on  FmHA  housing  loans.  We  believe  that  a  significant  portion  of  the  savings 
referred  to  in  the  studies  could  be  realized  with  such  a  system. 

These  measures  will  allow  FmHA  to  maximize  the  savings  that  are  indicated  in  the  GAO 
report  while  at  the  same  time  meeting  the  Agency's  mission  of  providing  supervised  credit 
to  low-income  rural  residents. 
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Clinton  Administration  originally  proposed? 

~:.":  f9i   SCS  area  offices  and  new  faro  service  agency  structure 

It  is  my  understanding  that  SCS  field  offices  will  be 
, collocated  with  the  farm  service  agency  local  offices  and 
..  .yV^  . -'^  that  these  new  USOA  service  centers  will  serve  from  one  to 
■^^-        six  counties.   Given  this  new  field  structxire  and  the  fact 
.jfj     that  thirteen  states  have  no  SCS  area  offices,  do  you  intend 


_,     to  maintain  the  170  SCS  area  offices  or  will  area  offices  no 
{n^  )   longer  be  necessary?  Do  you  anticipate  any  changes  in  the 
•«-^'  state  SCS  office  structure? 

^4  'SV   Separate  SCS  offices  within  same  community 

"'  ., According  to  SCS  data,  there  are  142  soil  survey  project 
•I'V^-'"' offices,  32  watershed  office,  and  114  Resource  Conservation 
\    ,   and  Development  offices  which  are  not  collocated  with  a 
_.^^   field  or  area  office.   Under  your  proposal,  do  you  intend  to 
"^  '^collocate  these  offices  with  other  SCS  offices  or  USDA 
aervice  centers? 


3£;  nt   WZC  chmnges  to  save  $500  million 


0)l 


The  National  Performance  Review  contains  a  recommendation 
that  USDA  encourage  better  food  package  management  practices 
and  facilitate  multi-state  contracts  for  infant  food  and 
fonnila  cost  containment  in  (fIC.   The  report  indicates  that 
$500  million  would  be  saved  by  this  recommendation.   It  is 
difficult  to  understand  how  these  changes  would  result  in 
J  savings  of  this  magnitude.   In  fact,  the  Center  on  Budget 
'Ui\-'  J  N!  _,y  and  Policy  Priorities  has  estimated  that  the  measures  would 
^         achieve  savings  of  $25  to  $50  million  over  a  five  year 

period.   What  was  the  basis  for  this  $500  million  savings 
estimate?   Has  the  $500  million  savings  estimate  counted 
towards  the  $108  billion  in  total  savings  claimed  under  the 
review? 

^G.'OB*  Reports 

The  Reinventing  Government  report  calls  for  reducing  the 
burden  of  Congress ionally  mandated  reports.   Specifically, 
the  report  recommends  eliminating  at  least  50  percent  of  all 
■andated  reports.   New  reporting  requirements  would  be 
reviewed  for  management  liq|>act  and  would  include  a  sunset 
provision. 

I  am  very  sympathetic  to  this  recommendation.   Senator  Dole 
raised  this  issue  during  Senate  consideration  ot   the  1990 
Farm  Bill.  This  summer,  I  wrote  to  Secretary  Espy 
requesting  a  comprehensive  list  of  the  reports  and  studies 
being  conducted  by  the  agencies  within  OSDA  and  whether 
these  reports  were  required  by  law.  These  reports  are  time- 
consuming  for  USDA  employees,  costly  for  taxpayers  and  often 
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QUESTION  #76: 

ANSWER:    Our  current  proposal  represents  the  results  of  a 

process  which  has  taken  place  over  the  past  8  months . 
Our  primary  intent  has  been  to  organize  the  programs  of 
the  Department  on  a  mission-oriented  basis.   We  believe 
we  have  a  very  iinportcoit  conservation  mission.   That 
mission  has  an  impact  on  farmers,  but  it  also  has  a 
much  broader  impact  as  illustrated  by  the  fact  that 
50  percent  of  the  resources  of  the  current  Soil 
Conservation  Service  are  devoted  to  work  with  rural  and 
urban  communities  and  other  local  entities  in  support 
of  soil  surveys,  watershed  operations,  and  resources 
conservation  and  development .   We  feel  that  our 
proposal  to  consolidate  policy  direction  for 
conservation  progreuns  in  a  Natural  Resources 
Conservation  Service  at  the  headquarters  level  and  the 
collocation  of  NRCS  offices  with  Farm  Service  Agency 
offices  in  the  field  provide  the  best  bal8uice  in 
meeting  our  conservation  responsibilities  while 
providing  the  best  possible  services  to  farmers . 


I 
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QUESTION  #.3!L:  SENATOR  LUGAR 


It  is  my  understanding  that  SCS  £ield  o££ices  will  be 
collocated  with  the  farm  service  agency  local  offices 
and  that  these  new  USDA  service  centers  will  serve  from 
one  to  six  counties.   Given  this  new  field  structure 
and  the  fact  that  thirteen  states  have  no  SCS  area 
offices,  do  you  intend  to  maintain  the  17  0  SCS  area 
offices  or  will  area  offices  no  longer  be  necessary? 
Do  you  anticipate  any   changes  in  the  state  SCS  office 
structure? 


ANSWER:    SCS  is  currently  reviewing  its  entire  program  delivery 
structure  to  identify  options  for  streamlining  and 
providing  better  support  to  the  field  office.   The 
function  and  need  for  area  offices  is  part  of  that 
review  as  is  the  function,  role  amd  staffing  of  state 
offices.   No  decisions  have  been  made  on  these  issues 
at  this  time. 
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QUESTION  # 


n$: 


SENATOR  LUGAR 


According  to  SCS  data,  there  are  142  soil  survey 
project  o££ices,  32  watershed  office,  and  114  Resource 
Conservation  and  Development  offices  which  are  not 
collocated  with  a  field  or  area  office.   Under  your 
proposal,  do  you  intend  to  collocate  these  offices  with 
other  SCS  offices  or  USDA  service  centers? 


ANSWER:    The  142  soil  survey,  32  watershed  and  114  Resource 

Conservation  and  Development  (RC&D)  offices  represent 
those  that  are  not  currently  collocated  with  other  SCS 
offices.   Soil  Survey  and  Watershed  Construction 
offices  are  temporary  offices  set  up  to  complete  a  soil 
survey  or  a  watershed  project.   Where  there  is  room  in 
a  permanent  SCS  office  for  staff  engaged  in  these 
activities,  they  are  housed  in  existing  offices.   In 
cases  where  there  is  not  sufficient  space,  temporary 
space  elsewhere  is  leased  or  obtained  free  from  other 
sources.   RC&D  offices  already  serve  multi-county  areas 
£uid  more  than  half  of  them  are  collocated  with  other 
SCS  offices.   In  many  cases,  however,  there  is  not 
sufficient  space  or  there  is  a  need  for  the  RC&D 
personnel  to  be  collocated  with  other  non-SCS  personnel 
working  with  an  RC&D  Council.   As  we  move  forward  with 
the  USDA  Service  Center  concept,  every  attempt  will  be 
made  to  provide  space  for  these  functions  and 
personnel . 
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QUESTION  «79: 

WIC  Changes  to  save  $500  million 

The  National  Performance  Review  contains  a 
recommendation  that  nSDA  encourage  better  food  package 
management  practices  and  facilitate  multi-state 
contracts  for  infant  food  and  formula  cost  containment 
in  NIC.   The  report  indicates  that  $500  million  would 
be  saved  by  this  reconmendation.   It  is  difficult  to 
understand  how  these  changes  would  result  in  savings  of 
this  magnitude.   In  fact,  the  Center  on  Budget  and 
Policy  Priorities  has  estimated  that  the  measures  would 
achieve  savings  of  $25  to  $50  million  over  a  five  year 
period.   What  was  the  basis  for  this  $500  million 
savings  estimate?  Was  the  $500  million  savings 
estimate  counted  towards  the  $108  billion  in  total 
savings  claimed  iinder  the  review? 

ANSWER:    I  eua  aware  that  WIC  State  agencies  have  achieved 
substeuitlal  savings  through  aggressive  management 
practices  in  regards  to  infant  formula  rebate 
contracts .   I  am  not  sure  the  magnitude  of  the 
additional  $500  million  savings  referenced  in  the 
National  Performance  Review  is  obtaineible.   However, 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  infant  formula  is  only  about 
one-fourth  of  WIC  food  costs,  it  is  possible  that  some 
additional  savings  could  be  achieved  on  the  remainder. 
Please  note  that  the  $500  million  savings  estimate  was 
not  included  towards  the  $108  billion  in  total  savings 
claimed  under  the  review. 
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are  not  even  read  once  they  are  delivered  to  the  Hill.   Next 
week  when  we  mark  up  this  bill  I  plan  to  raise  the  issue  of 
-^   reducing  ttte  number  of  mandated  reports  that  USDA  must 
produce.   Would  you  support  me  in  this  effort? 


-.\ 


1   (ZE^  Accurate  participation  records 

Most  are  well  aware  of  my  efforts  in  Bell  County,  Kentucky 
and  our  discovery  that  ASCS  did  not  maintain  updated 
producer  lists.   The  lists  were  eventually  updated. 

We  discovered  that  ASCS  rules  actually  prohibited  State  and 
County  employees  from  accessing  and  updating  these  producer 
lists.   Someone — years  ago — decided  that  access  to  these 
lists  might  give  an  unscrupulous  person  knowledge  of  farm 
program  participation  levels  ahead  of  their  scheduled 
;jv.-i     announcement  and  hence  decided  that  every  local  manager 
should  be  barred  from  knowing  his  own  customer  base. 

In  response  to  questions  at  our  June  1992  hearing,  then 
Assistant  Secretary  Charles  Hilty  stated  that  county  offices 
/  may  delete  producers  from  these  lists  when  they  are  no 
longer  a  "potential  customer" . 

Hilty  fiirther  suggested  that  all  farmers  and  landowners  in 
the  county  are  considered  potential  customers  and  only  death 
itself  would  compel  a  deletion  from  the  producer  list.   It 
seems  to  me,  Mr.  Secretary,  that  your  producer  lists  need  to 
reflect  actual  and  current  participation  in  the  programs — 
not  what  could  have  been  the  case  if  every  landowner  in  the 
county  produced  program  crops  and  signed  up  for  the 
prograuBS — which  we  know  is  far  from  the  case.   Can  I  have 
your  assurance  that  these  producer  lists  will  be  updated  and 
that  the  data  on  the  lists  we  receive  in  the  future  will 
reflect  actual  participants  in  the  program? 
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QtTBSTION  #80! 


ANSWER:    Absolutely.   We  have  been  conducting  our  own  review  of 
congressionally-mandated  reports.   I  will  provide  a 
report  to  you  as  soon  as  possible. 
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Question  from  Senator  Lugar  -  Number  4*3^ 

QUESTION:   Accurate  participation  records. 

Most  are  well  aware  of  my  efforts  in  Bell  County,  Kentucky  and  our  discovery 
that  ASCS  did  not  maintain  updated  producer  lists.   The  lists  were  eventually 
updated. 

We  discovered  that  ASCS  rules  actually  prohibited  State  and  County  employees 
from  accessing  and  updating  these  producer  lists.    Someone-years  ago— decided 
that  access  to  these  lists  might  give  an  unscrupulous  person  knowledge  of  farm 
program  participation  levels  ahead  of  their  scheduled  announcement  and  hence 
decided  that  every  local  manager  should  be  barred  form  knowing  his  own 
customer  base. 

In  response  to  questions  at  our  June  1992  hearing,  then  Assistance  Secretary 
Charles  Hilty  stated  that  county  offices  may  delete  producers  from  these  lists  when 
they  are  no  longer  a  "potential  customer." 

Hilty  further  suggested  that  all  farmers  and  landowners  in  the  county  are 
considered  potential  customers  and  only  death  itself  would  compel  a  deletion  from 
the  producer  list.   It  seems  to  me,  Mr.  Secretary,  that  your  producer  lists  need  to 
reflect  actual  and  current  participation  in  the  programs— not  what  could  have  been 
the  case  if  every  landowner  in  the  county  produced  program  crops  and  signed  up 
for  the  programs—which  we  know  is  far  from  the  case.   Can  I  have  your 
assurance  that  these  producer  lists  will  be  updated  and  that  the  data  on  the  lists  we 
receive  in  the  future  will  reflect  actual  participants  in  the  program? 

ANSWER:  We  are  concerned  about  some  of  the  generalizations  that  have  been  made  to 

equate  the  terms  "participation  records  or  lists  of  participating  producers"  with 
"producer  lists."   Regulations  found  at  7  CFR  Part  7  providing  for  selection  and 
functions  of  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  State,  County,  and 
Community  Committees,  as  authorized  by  Section  8  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act,  defines  eligible  voters,  in  part,  as  any  person  who  has  an 
interest  in  a  farm  as  owner,  operator,  tenant  or  sharecropper.   Please  be  assured 
that  we  will  press  to  see  that  producer  lists  are  reduced  to  only  those  persons  that 
meet  the  above  definitions.   However,  it  should  be  noted  that  not  all  of  those 
persons  are  actual  participants  in  the  program  each  year. 
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Questions  on  USDA  Reorganization 


^\ 


y^_ii  The  proposed  consolidation  of  agencies  presently  under  Science  and  Education 

appears  to  form  a  very  large  service  similar  to  the  Science  and  Education 
Administration  (SEA)  that  was  tried  and  abandoned  in  the  late  1970's.    How  will  the 
proposed  new  organization  differ  from  SEA? 

^^■\    JL^      The  proposed  organization  appears  to  centralize  decision  making,  rather  than 


-^ 


empowering  it  at  the  lowest  possible  level.    Is  this  consistent  with  the  broader  goals 
of  "reinventing  government"? 


^1  D  -J^^  Will  not  there  need  to  be  an  additional  layering  of  administration  to  service  the 

'^  )  substantially  separate  functions  of  ARS,  CSRS  and  ES? 

-  i  /       ■  Has  careful  study  been  done  to  define  the  cost  savings  derived  &om  the  proposed 

\  new  organization?     Are  we  assuring  real  cost  savings  in  this  proposal  or  simply 

J  coimting  the  reduction  of  number  of  agencies  and  assuming  cost  savings? 

H  Zl    ^'  TS  Does  the  plan  for  a  Nutrition  Research  and  Education  Service  agency  include 
C/^'^ j  budgets  and  persoimel  currendy  associated  with  ARS,  CSRS  and  ES? 

^  5  •  ''^fK  Where  will  the  EFNEP  program  be  administered  ~  currently  a  partnership  between 


^ 


the  imiversities  in  each  state  and  the  USDA? 


^1 1^      ■„i_    Will  the  Agricultural  Research  and  Educadon  Service  continue  to  include  the  full 
(^^^Nmission  of  the  Extension  Service  as  authorized  by  the  Smith-Lever  Act  -  such  as 
'■^  _  Wiculture.  economics,  4-H  and  youth  development,  family  economics,  and  others? 

In  changing  the  name  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  from  Science  and  Education  to 
Research  and  Economics,  the  obvious  omission  is  "Education".    Does  this  indicate  a 
reduction  in  emphasis  on  education  by  the  Department? 

'-Z  (j,    ■^x'vHow  do  you  propose  to  continue  to  be  the  national  coordinator  or  backbone  of  the 
^Iq  hational  Cooperative  Extension  System  and  the  national  Cooperative  Research 
^"''System  under  the  proposed  plan? 

i-^  7    *     rThr  1890  Univeraties'  Extension  system  has  a  long  history  of  focusing  on 

C9t  underprivileged  youth  and  families.   Under  the  proposed  structure,  how  will  these 
^■w^colleges  mnintnm  and/or  enhance  the  importance  of  these  programs? 
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QUESTION  #82: 


ANSWER:    I  have  been  advised  that  the  implementation  of  the 

Science  and  Education  Administration  in  the  late  1970 's 
did  not  involve  a  real  merger  of  the  functions  of  these 
orgeuiizations  on  a  mission-oriented  basis.   Rather,  the 
structure  of  each  separate  orgeuiization  remained 
largely  intact  and  an  additional  bureaucratic  layer 
was  added  to  the  top  of  the  organization  to  try  to 
supervise  the  different  components.   Our  intent  this 
time  is  to  bring  eibout  a  true  mission-oriented  merger 
of  these  ftinctions.   In  no  case  will  we  increase  the 
number  of  bureaucratic  layers  in  these  organizations. 
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QUESTION  #83: 

ANSWER:    Consolidating  headquarters  organizations  to  achieve 
savings  and  more  effective  policy  direction  does  not 
mean  that  decisionmaking  will  be  centralized.   It 
simply  means  that  people  in  the  field  will  be  able  to 
make  decisions  within  clear  policy  guidelines  and  a 
better  internal  operating  structure.   We  view  this 
approach  as  being  entirely  consistent  with  "reinventing 
government " . 
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QUESTION  #84: 

ANSWER:    We  intend  to  achieve  a  true  mission-oriented  merger 
of  these  functions.   We  do  not  intend  to  add  any 
additional  layers  of  administration. 
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QUESTION  #85: 

ANSWER:    As  you  know,  there  is  no  automatic  connection  between 
reorganization  proposals  and  the  achievement  of 
savings.   However,  we  believe  our  proposals  create  a 
structure  within  which  savings  will  be  easier  to 
achieve  and  we  also  believe  that  we  can  rely  on  our 
supervisors  and  employees  to  achieve  those  savings . 
Savings  themselves  are  to  be  derived  from  real 
reductions  in  the  numbers  of  personnel  and  through 
reductions  in  administrative  costs.   We  believe  these 
savings  can  be  achieved. 
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QUESTION  #86 ; 


ANSWER :    No . 
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QUESTION  #87 : 

ANSWER:    The  EF'NEP  Program  will  be  administered  by  the 

Agricultural  Research  and  Education  Service  which  will 
inherit  the  responsibilities  o£  the  Extension  Service. 
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QOESTION  #88: 
ANSWER :    Yes . 
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QUESTION  #89; 


ANSWER:    No.   In  fact  our  intent  is  to  strengthen  our  education 
fiinction  by  providing  even  stronger  linkages  between 
education  programs  and  our  science  activities.   We  are 
amending  our  proposal  to  add  the  "education"  to  the 
title  of  this  assistant  secretary- 
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QUESTION  #90: 

ANSWER:   We  do  not  intend  our  reorgemization  proposal  to  dilute 
our  partnerships  with  the  State  research  and  extension 
systems  in  any  way.   In  fact  it  is  our  intent  that  the 
mission  orientated  structure  within  the  new 
Agricultural  Research  amd  Education  Service  will 
strengthen  those  partnerships  by  building  an  even 
closer  association  between  our  cooperators  and  key  OSDA 
basic  missions. 
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QUESTION  #91: 
ANSWER: 


f^  ^f  nothxng  in  our  reorganization  proposal  that 
would  dilute  out  relationships  with  the  189? 
unxversities.   We  have  a  number  of  special  activities 
under  way  including  capacity  building  grants  I^d 
centers  of  excellence  which  we  expect  to  continue  and 
further  strengthen  in  the  future.         oncxnue  and 


-i"i 


93: 
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How  will  the  reorganization  of  the  research  and  educauonal  functions  in  USDA 
contribute  to  a4dressmg  the  Secretary's  priorities  in  rural  development,  environment, 
and  food  safety? 


^.C 


■  With  92%  of  the  total  funding  under  the  aegis  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Science 
y^    and  Education  under  one  agency,  is  the  distribution  of  responsibility  between  the 
xV*  ;  Assistant  Secretary  and  the  Administrator  of  the  new  agency  appropriately 

^-^    distributed? 

■  The  state-federal  partnership  with  USDA  operates  fundamentally  different  from  the 
way  line  organizations  in  USDA  arc  managed.    The  partnership  involves  shared 

yesources  and  a  distributed  system  of  decision  making.    How  will  the  department 
/deal  with  these  two  different  fiinctional  configurations,  if  they  are  forced  into  a 
common  large  organization? 

Over  time,  will  not  the  university  based  agencies  be  disadvantaged  by  an 
organizational  arrangement  that  centralizes  decision  making  and  offers  the 
^<%C  \  opportunity  to  protect  federal  laboratories  at  the  expense  of  university  programs? 
N^,^  Will  not  Congress  lose  the  ability  to  perform  its  oversight  fimction  in  these  areas 
with  the  highly  centralized  organization  that  is  proposed? 

^'*-  '         It  is  increasingly  important  for  the  agencies  draling  with  science  and  education  to 
j^    ,  develop  improved  visibility  and  linkages  within  USDA  and  with  other  parts  of 
\]^J  glovenaaatL   Does  submerging  these  agencies  limit  their  external  visibility  and, 
through  lack  of  visible  leadership,  adversely  affect  their  ability  to  develop 
coordinated  programs? 


6^ 


(W 


^M. 


We  would  agree  that  the  functions  of  the  agencies  presently  under  Science  and 
Education  can  and  should  be  better  directed  to  meet  current  needs.    We  also  expect 
that  there  are  efficiencies  to  be  gained  through  better  alignment  of  these  functions. 
Has  the  approach  of  functional  change,  rather  than  structural  change,  been  carefully 
examined  to  see  if  the  goals  of  the  Administration  can  be  better  achieved,  while 
maintaining  the  identity  and  visibility  of  the  agencies? 

To  what  extent  have  the  university  players  in  the  state-federal  partnerships  of  science 
and  education  been  invited  to  participate  in  the  decision  to  restructure  science  and 
education? 


QUESTION  #92; 
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ANSWER:    It  is  our  belief  that  a  research  and  education  f\inction 
which  is  organized  on  a  mission  oriented  basis  will  be 
better  able  to  demonstrate  the  support  given  by  our 
total  research  and  education  system  to  the  important 
missions  o£  the  Department  including  rural  development, 
environment,  and  food  safety.   We  know  that  we  are  more 
dependent  than  ever  before  on  effective  science  and 
education  programs  to  support  our  objectives  in  these 
areas  and  we  want  to  make  these  relationships  as 
explicit  as  possible  within  the  context  of  our  total 
DSDA  organization. 
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QUESTION  #93: 

ANSWER:    The  responsibility  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  is  to 
provide  policy  direction  to  our  research,  education, 
economics  and   statistical  progreuast   There  is  no 
necessary  relationship  between  the  magnitude  o£  funding 
for  each  of  these  areas  and  the  need  for  policy 
direction.   The  responsibility  of  the  agency 
administrator  therefore  will  be  for  the  day-to-day 
management  of  programs  which  is  (juite  different  from 
the  question  of  policy  direction. 
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QUESTION  #94: 


ANSWER: 


Many  0SDA  progreuns  are  delivered  through  partnerships 
with  other  organizations.   For  instance,  this  is  true 
of  our  farm  progreuns,  conservation  progreuns,  and  food 
assistance  programs.   All  of  these  progreuns  are  housed 
within  single  organizations.   In  our  view,  there  is 
simply  no  reason  why  the  Department's  long  emd 
effective  history  of  partnership  with  State  research 
and  extension  systems  cannot  be  continued  and  even 
strengthened  within  the  context  of  our  mission-oriented 
research  euad  education  structure. 


QCTBSTION  #95; 
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ANSWER:    Congress  will  receive  at  least  the  same  level  of 
detailed  information  about  the  budgets  for  these 
programs  in  the  future  as  they  do  under  the  current 
arrangement.   Therefore,  we  see  no  reason  to  believe 
that  the  Congress  will  in  any  way  lose  its  ability  to 
oversee  these  functions.   Similarly,  we  do  not  foresee 
any  reason  why  university  based  progreuns  would  be  at 
any  particular  disadvauitage  within  the  context  of  the 
Department's  new  organization.  The  mission  oriented 
structure  of  the  new  organization  will  provide  those 
systems  with  increased  opportunities  to  demonstrate 
their  support  of  the  important  goals  of  the  Department. 
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QUESTION  #96: 
ANSWER: 


hIvrthJs  Ittltt  """X  °V   °'^?^i^ational  proposal  would 
nave  tnis  effect.   in  fact  it  seems  to  us  the  abilitv 
to  present  a  total  research  and  education  progSi  on  a 
missxon-oriented  basis  would  in  fact  strengthen^he 

o°:?:[jrSgLtJiJi^ir  ^° '-  ^"^--«  i?^:^es^^:ith 
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QUBSTION  #97: 

ANSWER:    In  total,  our  reorganization  o£  the  Department  would 
reduce  the  number  o£  agencies  from  43  to  30.   We  know 
that  every  one  of  the  13  agencies  which  would  be 
consolidated  under  our  proposal  has  supporters  who 
believe  that  the  "visibility"  of  a  particular  agency  is 
crucial  to  the  success  of  its  activities.   We  believe 
that  these  activities  ceui  be  carried  out  just  as 
effectively  within  a  more  efficient  structure.   We 
believe  that  is  the  case  in  the  research  and  education 
area,  particularly  if  we  orgauiize  these  functions  on  a 
mission-oriented  basis  as  we  intend  to  do. 
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QUESTION  #98; 


ANSWER: 


We  have  repeatedly  said  that  we  welcome  all  the  advice 
and  sugsrestions  our  employees  or  cooperators  care  to 
offer  concerning  our  reorganization.  As  we  move  toward 
the  detailed  activity  necessary  to  implement  the 
reorganization  we  will  also  be  looking  for  the  best 
advice  we  can  get  and  will  be  happy  to  receive  any 
which  is  offered. 
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fif^J  I         USDA  Reorganization  -  Questions 

-_~J  f^  Your  reor^anuation  plan  proposes  combining  the  F«denl  Qnin  Iiupeedon  Service  with 
the  Packen  and  Stockyardi  AdminittxatioR.  Pleue  eocplain  the  rationale  behind  ttut 
proposal. 

{OC  '    The  primary  fbciu  Of  PSA  Is  the  tegulatioa  of  financial  masen  between  producan  and 

^-Z^ '    buyers  of  livestock,  poultry,  and  meat.   How  is  that  role  oorapotible  with  that  of  FGIS , 

whose  primary  focus  is  grain  inspection  and  wei^mig  and  mainbimBg  grain  standards? 

Would  the  functions  of  PSA  be  more  compatible  with  an  agency  like  Faimen  Home 
Adininstration,  which  deals  widi  nnancial  matien? 

'o(r  &  Under  previous  Democratic  and  Republican  ariministratiotu.  the  ASCS  Deputy 
Administrstor  for  Commodity  Operations  has  served  a  major  role  in  directing  and 
managioc  CCC's  stocks  policies  and  warehousing  programs  fot  gnins,  oilseeds,  cotton 
and  processed  commodities,  as  well  as  interfacing  the  conunerdal  reality  inhoBnt  in 
those  programs  with  the  ageiuy's  price  siqjpoit  policies  and  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service's  food  donadon  and  export  credit  progruna. 

Under  the  new  Farm  Service  Agency,  are  you  planning  to  ntaia  the  DACO  position? 
If  so,  what  is  the  status  of  filling  this  position?  If  not,  how  do  you  oovision  allnnting 
the  functions  previously  peifomed  by  the  person  filling  this  potifiaB? 

S'/'  3-       Will  oversight  of  the  commercial  warehousing  indostry  for  caxaa  sad  grain  contimie  to 
^-^.      be  retained  within  the  structure  of  the  Farm  Service  Ageaeyl   If  so,  how?   If  not,  to 
<  /Oi  what  USOA  entity  will  these  fimctioas  be  shifted? 

'^)%.  ^        There  it  a  strong  sense  within  the  commercial  oottoa  and  gnin  industries  that  thwe  are 
averla]>ping  and  duplicative  layers  of  administratxve  and  supervisory  penoimei  between 
n^\       ASCS  headqnaxten  in  Washington  and  the  ASCS  Kansaa^yCoounodityOfnce.  What 
/_V/       specific  neductions  in  tbes<  positioM  are  planned  as  part  of  the  leoiganlTJition  of  USDA? 
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QUESTION  #99: 

ANSWER:    This  was  simply  a  case  of  trying  to  achieve  some 

economies  o£  scale  by  merging  these  two  organizations. 
It  was  our  judgement  that  the  two  functions  are  not  so 
drastically  different  that  they  could  not  be 
administered  within  the  seime  structure . 
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QUESTION  #100: 

ANSWER:    The  new  Farm  Service  Agency  will  inherit  these 

f\mctions  and  we  do  not  anticipate  any  fundamental 
change  in  the  way  they  are  carried  out .  However,  I  am 
not  in  a  position  at  this  time  to  comment  on  a  specific 
personnel  action. 
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QUESTION  #101: 


ANSWER:    These  activities  will  be  maintained  within  the 
structure  of  the  new  Farm  Service  Agency. 


276 


QUESTION  #102: 

ANSWER:    We  intend  to  reduce  headquarter ' s  functions  by  at  least 
7  percent  and  administrative  functions  by  at  least 
10  percent.   This  question  will  be  strongly  considered 
as  specific  steps  are  taken  to  implement  the 
reorganization. 
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.-.Dc:r:oNAL  ;:'jzst:ons  "rcm  zziiA'zk   i"jg.-.r 

"->■—   S)   The  reorganization  plan  proposes  to  combine  CSRS  and  the 
extension  Service  —  agencies  responsible  for  programs  in 
_^^^-^    partnersnip  with  the  nation'  s  land  grant  universities  --  with  ARS 
'.^■«   and  other  USDA  line  agencies.   Can  you  provide  assurance  that 
j^'--'  feoerai  funding  to  the  partr.ersnip  programs  at  universities  is 
' -— -  not  compromised  as  a  result? 

Uio.  ^   ^Kg  federal -state  funaed  programs  in  research  and 
extension  at  universities  are  critical  to  the  technological 
competitiveness  of  our  food,  agriculture,  and  natural  resource 
system  in  each  of  our  states.   Human  resource  development,  of  the 
nature  provided  'jy   extension  training  and  leadership  programs, 
holds  the  key  to  economic  success  in  many  rural  communities.   It 
is  important  to  the  nation  that  these  programs  be  successful. 
The  federal  government  must  uphold  its  share  of  these  partnership 
programs  if  they  are  to  thrive.   One  of  the  goals  of  USDA 
reorganization  should  be  to  strengthen  the  Department's 
partnership  with  the  nation's  universities.   What  assurance  can 
you  provide  that  such  strengthening  will  occur? 


Id 
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QUESTION  #103 
ANSWER: 


The  intent  of  the  reorsranization  is  to  structure  our 
research  and  education  programs  on  a  mission-oriented 
basis.   Thus  the  intent  is  to  strengthen  the  planning 
and  delivery  of  programs.   We  do  not  believe  the  result 
will  be  to  conqpromise  funding  for  tmiversity  based 
progreuns . 


QUESTION  #104: 
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ANSWER:    We  believe  that  universities  have  much  to  gain  from  the 
effective   implementation  of  our  reorganization 
proposal.   A  new  mission-oriented  structure  for 
research  and  education  progreuos  will  en^hasize  the  role 
of  universities  as  well  as  that  of  our  Federal 
personnel  in  carrying  out  aSDA  missions  and  will 
provide  a  more  effective  basis  for  the  linkages  between 
the  Federal  system  and  its  partners  in  the  state 
research  and  extension  systems. 


^1 
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QUESTIONS  OF  SENATOR  LARRY  E.  CRAIG 

SENATE  COMMITTEE  ON 

AGRICULTURE,  NUTRITION  AND  FORESTRY 

HEARING  ON 

PROPOSALS  TO  REORGANIZE 

THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

WEDNESDAY,  OCTOBER  6,  1933,  9:30  A.M.  SD-138 


1.  THE  IDEA  OF  THE  FARM  SERVICES  AGENCY  IS  TO  PROVIDE 
ONE-STOP  SHOPPING  FOR  FARMERS.     YOUR  LEGISLATIVE 
PROPOSAL  TO  REPLACE  THE  SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 
WITH  THE  NATURAL  RESOURCES  CONSERVATION  SERVICE, 
WILL  NOT  ONLY  SEPARATE  IT  FROM  THE  FARM  SERVICES 
AGENCY  BUT  IT  WILL  BE  TAKING  WITH  IT  THE  CONSERVATION 
COST  SHARE  AND  OTHER  CONSERVATION  PROGRAMS  OF  THE 
ASCS.    MANY  OF  THESE  OFFICE  ARE  CURRENTLY  IN  SEPARATE 
LOCATIONS.   THE  COMPUTER  SYSTEMS  ARE  NOT  COMPATIBLE. 
FARMERS  ARE  REQUIRED  TO  SIGN-UP  FOR  THE  PROGRAMS  AT 
THE  NEW  FARM  SERVICES  AGENCY. 

HOW  WILL  THIS  ORGANIZATION  HELP  FARMERS  IMPROVE 
THEIR  PROCESSING  TIME  AND  LOWER  THEIR  FRUSTRATION 
LEVEL? 

HOW  DO  YOU  ENVISION  THIS  PROCESS  WORKING  TO  THE 
ADVANTAGE  OF  FARMERS? 

WHAT  INCREASED  PERSONNEL  AND  DOLLAR  INCREASES 
WILL  BE  REQUIRED  IN  THE  NATURAL  RESOURCES 
CONSERVATION  SERVICE  FROM  THE  SOIL  CONSERVATION 
SERVICE? 

2.  COMMENTS  I  RECEIVE  FROM  FARMERS  IN  IDAHO 
REGARDING  USDA  ARE:   "SCS  AND  ASCS  TERMINOLOGY 
DOESN'T  MATCH  AND  CAUSES  CONFUSION  BETWEEN  THE 
AGENCIES."  "I  CANT  GET  FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  IF  I  "M    , 
NOT  SIGNED  UP  WITH  ASCS. "  "I  CANT  SIGN  UP  AT  ASCS 
WITHOUT  CROP  INSURANCE."    "FARMERS  HOME 
ADMINISTRATION  PARTICIPATION  IS  CONNECTED  WITH  THE 
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QOESTION  #105: 
ANSWER: 


information  and  the  deliverv  of  faa^^,.  »    ■ 
customers.  exivery  of  faster  service  to  our 


iC^-- 
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OTHER  USDA  AGENCIES  BUT  THEY  DO  NOT  COMMUNICATE 
WELL."    "SCS  TELLS  YOU  TO  BURN  AND  EXTENSION  SAYS  YOU 
CAN  BURN." 

HOW  DOES  YOUR  REORGANIZATION  PLAN  WITH  A  FARM 
SERVICES  AGENCY  THAT  DOES  NOT  HAVE  ALL  THOSE  USDA 
AGENCIES  TOGETHER  ADDRESS  THESE  FARMER  CONCERNS? 


3.    IT  CAME  TO  MY  ATTENTION  RECENTLY  THAT  THE  SOIL 
CONSERVATION  SERVICE  CONDUCTED  A  SERIES  OF  MEETINGS 
IN  FOUR  STATES  INCLUDING  IDAHO.   THESE  MEETINGS  WERE 
TO  ASSESS  THE  CONSERVATION  TITLE  OF  THE  85  FARM  BILL  IN 
PREPARATION  FOR  THE  1995  FARM  BILL    SPECIFIC  PEOPLE 
INCLUDING  REPRESENTATIVES  OF  THE  CENTER  FOR  RESOURCE 
ECONOMICS,  AMERICAN  FARMLAND  TRUST,  THE  CENTER  FOR 
RURAL  AFFAIRS  AND  A  MEMBER  OF  THE  SENATE  AGRICULTURE 
COMMITTEE  STAFF  (SENATOR  LEAHY  STAFF)  WERE  INVITED  TO 
)  BE  A  PART  OF  THE  TEAM.   A  SERIES  OF  QUESTIONS  WERE 
PREPARED  IN  WASHINGTON,  D.C.  AND  THE  MEETINGS  WERE 
DESIGNED  TO  BE  CLOSED  TO  THE  PUBUC.    FARMERS  WERE 
f       SOUCITED,  BY  INVITATION  ONLY,  TO  ATTEND.   WHEN  THE  TEAM 
I      ARRIVED  IN  IDAHO,  IT  WAS  POINTED  OUT  THAT  THE  OPEN 
MEETING  LAW  APPUED  AND  THE  PUBUC  WAS  INVITED. 

HOW  MANY  SUCH  MEETINGS  ARE  BEING  CONDUCTED  AT 
THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE? 

HOW  MUCH  MONEY  WAS  SPENT  ON  THESE  MEETINGS  AND 
OTHER  MEETINGS  THAT  HAVE  BEEN  OR  ARE  BEING 
SCHEDULED? 

COULD  THE  COMMITTEE  MEMBERS  BE  ADVISED  OF  THESE 
MEETINGS  AND  ANY  SUCH  MEETINGS  BEING  CONDUCTED 
PARTICULARLY  WHEN  THEY  ARE  SCHEDULED  IN  OUR  HOME 
STATES? 

COULD  THE  DEPARTMENT  MAKE  AVAILABLE  THE 
INFORMATION  GATHERED  AT  THOSE  MEETINGS? 


\^ 
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QUESTION  #106: 


ANSWER:    Some  of  these  problems  are  created  by  legislation  or 
program   requirements  which  are  not  necessarily 
resolved  by  reorganization.   However,  to  the  extent 
these  problems  can  be  addressed  through  reorgeuiization 
we  are  making  every  attempt  to  do  so.   For  instance  we 
intend  to  have  collocated  field  offices  with  common 
computer  systems  which  will  permit  a  far  more  effective 
level  of  one-stop  service  for  farmers.   While  the 
Natural  Resource  Conservation  Service  will  remain  as  a 
separate  agency  it  will  be  collocated  with  the  Farm 
Service  Agency  at  the  local  level,  euid  they  will 
ultimately  share  the  seune  con^uter  system.   We  believe 
that  the  consolidation  of  conservation  programs  in  a 
single  headquarters -based  organization  will  give 
farmers  the  added  advantage  of  a  single  source  of 
conservation  advice  which  will  help  to  alleviate  some 
of  the  current  confusion  in  this  area. 
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1  -  What  was  the  funding  mechanism  for  the  National 

Review  Team? 

2  -  How  were  individuals  chosen  to  be  part  of  the 

National  Review  Team?   What  criteria  was  used? 

3  -  How  were  states  chosen?  By  the  Review  Team?  At 

random?  By  recommendation  of  SCS?  At  what  level? 

4  -  How  were  individuals  chosen  for  the  focus  groups? 

What  criteria  was  used?   Who  chose  those  individuals? 
Was  the  list  reviewed?  By  whom? 

5  -  How  were  the  "Twenty  Questions"  prepared?   From  what 

data?   By  whom?   How  will  the  answers  to  those  questions 
be  used?   Who  will  use  that  information? 

6  -  Since  the  focus  group  meetings  in  other  states  were 
closed  to  the  public,"  can  the  information  gathered  at 


Jcj.u&eu.  T:.a    i:ne  puojLXC ,   ccui  cne  i.iii.u±:iaai,xun  gax:ne 
those  meetings  be  considered  valid  or  applicable? 

7  -  Will  information  gathered  at  the  "closed"  meetings  be 
treated  differently  than  that  which  was  gathered  in  the 
"open"  meetings  in  Idaho?   If  so,  how? 
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Four  states  were  selected  for  the  FSA  case  study  evaluation  in 
1993,  one  state  in  each  of  the  SCS  regions.  The  states  selected 
were  New  York,  Georgia,  Nebraska,  and  Idaho  including  the 
Washington-Idaho  palouse  region.  Three  counties  were  visited  in 
New  York  and  Nebraska,  four  were  visited  in  Georgia  and  Idaho. 
Counties  within  each  state  were  selected  by  a  team  of  State, 
National  Technical  Center,  and  SCS  National  staff  in  order  to 
address  crop  and  geographic  diversity  within  each  state. 

The  meetings  held  at  the  local  counties  to  broaden  public 
participation  and  invite  producer  involvement  cost  $10,000. 

Information  about  the  meetings  was  distributed  through  conservation 
districts,  ASCS  committees,  farm  bureaus,  and  other  farm  or 
conservation  groups  in  each  area  visited.  The  list  of  visits 
scheduled  was  widely  distributed  through  the  national  evaluation 
team  which  includes  commodity,  conservation,  environmental,  and 
congressional  staff  representatives.  Local  and  state  staffs  were 
responsible  for  informing  and  inviting  interested  groups  and 
representatives  to  participate.  This  evaluation  was  conducted  like 
the  many  others  which  SCS  routinely  conducts  as  a  part  of  internal 
management  and  operations.  There  was  no  specific  effort  at  the 
National  level  to  directly  contact  Senators  or  Congresspersons 
about  the  evaluation  visit  in  their  districts.  There  was  no  intent 
nor  desire  to  conceal  the  evaluation  effort  from  any  interested 
person  or  group. 

A  report  on  findings  from  the  evaluation  visits  is  in  the  process 
of  being  developed.  We  plan  to  have  the  report  completed  and 
distributed  to  the  Congress,  participating  states,  counties,  and 
any  other  interested  parties  in  December,  1993.  The  intent  in 
conducting  the  case  study  evaluations  was  to  assemble  information 
on  implementation  of  the  Food  Security  Act  provisions  with  the  most 
current  and  up-to-date  data  possible  and  to  make  results  available 
to  the  Congress  and  public  as  soon  as  possible. 

1.  SCS  conducts  evaluations  of  its  programs  under  authority  and 
appropriations  of  the  conservation  technical  assistance  program. 

2.  The  national  evaluation  team  was  composed  of  representatives  of 
commodity,  conservation,  environmental,  congressional  staff 
representatives,  and  departmental  agency  representatives.  In  order 
to  have  a  reasonable  size  working  group  the  evaluation  team  was 
kept  to  a  membership  of  20  persons.  Representatives  of  all 
interested  groups  were  contacted  to  elicit  their  interest  and 
recommendations  about  membership  on  the  evaluation  team. 

3.  States  for  the  evaluation  were  chosen  by  the  evaluation  teeun. 
Criteria  for  selection  was  based  upon  having  regional 
representation,  acreages  and  numbers  of  conservaiton  compliance 
plans,  estimated  wetlands,  type  and  diversity  of  agriculture  in  the 
state . 

4 •  Representatives  for  the  focus  groups  were  selected  at  the  local 
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county  level  by  SCS,  ASCS,  Extension,  and  county  committee  members. 
The  only  guidance  given  to  the  local  offices  was  that  a  cross 
section  of  producers  and  local  agribusiness  representatives  was 
desired.  We  wanted  to  hear  from  all  representatives  not  just  those 
who  were  long  time  conservation  cooperators  or  who  were  supporters 
of  the  program. 

5.  The  questions  for  the  evaluation  were  developed  by  the 
evaluation  teeun  at  the  national  level.  The  same  questions  were 
used  at  every  county  visited.  Results  from  the  evaluation  will  be 
aggregated  and  a  report  will  be  prepared  for  distribution  to  the 
Congress,  the  states,  the  counties,  interest  groups,  and  the 
public. 

6.  Focus  group  meetings  were  not  closed  to  the  public.  Most  areas 
visited  made  extensive  efforts  to  invite  as  many  producers  and 
local  agribusiness  representatives  as  possible.  In  most  locations 
the  principal  concerns  expressed  by  attendees  to  the  focus  groups 
were  very  similar  on  policy  issues  which  will  be  of  interest  to 
legislators. 

7.  Information  on  principal  policy  concerns  from  the  Idaho  focus 
group  sessions  did  not  differ  markedly  from  that  which  was  relayed 
at  other  locations  visited.  Although  each  area  visited  had  some 
distinct  differences,  primarily  as  a  result  of  the  different  types 
and  intensity  of  agriculture,  the  overall  responses  to  issues  of 
concern  to  policy  and  legislation  were  quite  similar. 
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4.  THE  ADMINISTRATION  LEGISLATIVE  PROPOSAL  CONTAINS  A 
RECOMMENDATION  TO  CREATE  A  RURAL  BUSINESS  AND 
COOPERATIVE  DEVELOPMENT  SERVICE.    THERE  ARE  SPECIFIC 
AGENCIES  THAT  ARE  PLACED  IN  THAT  AGENCY  BUT  IN  THE 
LANGUAGE  "THE  SECRETARY  IS  AUTHORIZED  SPECIFICALLY  TO 
CARRY  OUT  THROUGH  SUCH  AGENCY,  OR  THROUGH  ANY 
OTHER  OFFICER  OR  AGENCY  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  AS  THE 
SECRETARY  MAY  DEEM  APPROPRIATE,  PROGRAMS  AND 
ACTIVITIES  RELATING  TO  RURAL  BUSINESS  DEVELOPMENT 
AUTHORIZED  BY  STATUES..." 

WHAT  AGENCIES  BEYOND  THOSE  LISTED  SPECIFICALLY 
DO  YOU  ENVISION  PLACING  IN  THAT  AGENCY? 

FOR  EXAMPLE.  IT  MAY  BE  CONSIDERED  APPROPRIATE  TO 
PLACE  THE  SOIL  CONSERVATION  DISTRICTS  AND  OR  THE 
FOREST  SERVICE  RURAL  REVITALIZATION  PROGRAM  IN  THAT 
AGENCY.    DO  YOU  ENVISION  SUCH  ACTIOl^? 

5.  INFORMATION  RESOURCES  (COMPUTERS)  WITHIN  USDA 
HAVE  BEEN  THE  CONCERN  OF  INSPECTOR  GENERAL  AND 
GENERAL  ACCOUNTING  OFFICE  REPORTS  OVER  THE  PAST  AT 
LEAST  TEN  YEARS.    PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  MANAGERS  SEEM  TO 
UNDERSTAND  THAT  INFORMATION  TECHNOLOGY,  MANAGING 
INFORMATION  EFFICIENTLY,  IS  A  STRATEGIC  RESOURCE  THAT 
CAN  PROVIDE  THE  COMPETITIVE  EDGE  IN  THE  MARKETPLACE. 
THIS  REQUIRES  A  STRATEGIC  BUSINESS  PLAN  THAT  LINKS  THE 
ALLOCATION  OF  THE  RESOURCES  TO  ITS  STRATEGIC  GOALS 
AND  OBJECTIVES.    IT  SEEMS  THAT  MILUONS  OF  DOLLARS 
COULD  BE  SAVED  IN  GOVERNMENT  EACH  YEAR  BY  IMPROVING 
SEEMINGLY  INSIGNIFICANT  PROCESSES  BEFORE  AUTOMATING 
THEM  OR  BUYING  TECHNOLOGY  TO  AUTOMATE  THEM. 

MY  CONCERN  IS  THAT  SOME  OF  THE  USDA  AGENCIES 
SUBJECT  TO  THE  REAUGNMENT  UNDER  THE  PROPOSED 
RESTRUCTURING  MAY  BE  ACQUIRING  COMPUTERS  WITHOUT 
TAKING  STEPS  TO  ENSURE  THE  EXPENDITURES  WILL  BRING 
IMPROVED  PERFORMANCE  AND  THAT  CORRECT 
TECHNOLOGIES  MAY  NOT  BE  BEING  ACQUIRED  TO 
ACCOMPUSH  THE  NEEDS. 

IT  IS  MY  UNDERSTANDING  THAT  ASCS  AND  FAS.  USING 
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QUESTION  #108: 

ANSWER:    We  have  made  our  intent  very  clear  in  the  information 
we  have  submitted  in  support  of  our  reorganization 
proposals.  The  Rural  Business  and  Cooperative 
Development  Service  will  be  comprised  of  the  current 
business  development  programs  of  the  Rural  Development 
Administration  and  the  Rural  Electrification 
Administration  as  well  as  the  current  programs  of  the 
Agriculture  Cooperative  Service  and  the  Alternative 
Agricultural  Research  and  Commercialization  Center. 
While  the  legislation  is  worded  so  as  to  give  the 
Secretary  broad  discretion  in  these  matters,  our  intent 
would  be  to  implement  the  reorganization  as  presented. 
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COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION  FUNDING  RECENTLY  MADF 
SUCH  IM  PURCHASES.    IS  THAT  TRUE?    IF  SO  HOW  MUCH  WAS 
SPENT  AND  WHAT  JUSTIFICATION  WAS  GIVEN  AT  A  TIME  WHEN 
THE  FUTURE  STRUCTURE  OF  THESE  AGENCIES  IS  UNCLEAR? 

6.    IN  THE  APRIL  28,  1993  CONFIRMATION  HEARING  OF  MR 
TOWNSEND  TO  BE  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  FOR 
ADMINISTRATION,  I  ASKED  HIM  ABOUT  STRATEGIC  BUSINESS 
-PLANNING  STANDARDS  DEVELOPMENT  AND  IMPLEMENTATION 
ACROSS  AGENCIES  AND  TECHNOLOGY  TRANSFER.    HE 
INDICATED  THAT  "BUSINESS  PLANNING  PROVIDES  A 
NECESSARY  FOUNDATION  FOR  LONG-TERM  PLANNING,"  AND 
"EACH  AGENCY  WILL,  AS  PART  OF  THE  REORGANIZATION 
PROCESS,  PREPARE  A  NEW  HIGH-LEVEL  STRATEGIC  BUSINESS 
PLAN.    EACH  OF  THOSE  WILL  BE  FOLLOWED  BY  DETAILED 
BUDGET  AND  OPERATIONAL  PLANS." 

HAVE  YOU  DEVELOPED  AN  OVERALL  STRATEGIC  BUSINESS 
PLAN  FOR  THE  DEPARTMENT?    PLEASE  PROVIDE  A  COPY- 
HAVE  YOU  DEVELOPED  A  STRATEGJC  BUSINESS  PLAN  AT 
E  AGENCY  LEVEL  FOR  THE  CURRENT  AGENCIES  AND  THE 
PROPOSED  NEW  AGENCIES?    PLEASE  PROVIDE  COPIES- 
HAVE  YOU  DEVELOPED  TACTICAL  PLANS  IDENTIFYING 
HAT  NEEDS  TO  BE  DONE  TO  MEET  YOUR  STRATEGIC  GOALS. 
WHO  WILL  DO  IT  AND  WHEN  THEY  WILL  BE  COMPLETED? 
PLEASE  PROVIDE  A  COPY- 
HAVE  YOUR  DEVELOPED  AN  INFORMATION  STRATEGIC 
LAN  THAT  IDENTIFIES  INFORMATION  RESOURCE 
EQUIREMENTS  TO  MEET  THE  STRATEGIC  GOALS?    PLEASE 
PROVIDE  A  COPY- 
HAVE  AGENCIES  DEVELOPED  INFORMATION  STRATEGIC 
'LANS  IN  RELATION  TO  THEIR  STRATEGIC  BUSINESS  PLANS? 
'LEASE  PROVIDE  COPIES. 

HAVE  YOU  DEVELOPED  TACTICAL  PLANS  AT  THE  AGENCY 
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QUESTION  #  109:  Senator  Craig 

It  is  my   understanding  that  ASCS  and  FAS,  using 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  funding  recently  made  such 
IM  purchases.   Is  that  true?   If  so  how  much  was  spent 
and  what  justification  was  given  at  a  time  when  the 
future  structure  of  these  agencies  is  unclear? 

ANSWER:    FAS  and  ASCS  shared  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
Computer  Facility  (CCCCF)  for  a  nximber  of  years. 
However,  in  1993,  the  management  of  the  CCCCF  was 
transferred  from  ASCS  to  FAS.   While  ASCS  continues  to 
decrease  its  reliance  on  the  facility,  FAS  maintains 
mission-critical  applications  on  the  system.   These 
applications  include  commodity  reporting,  export  credit 
progreuns,  market  developing  programs,  and  programs  in 
support  of  international  trade  policy,  including  GATT 
and  NAFTA.   These  critical  program  functions  which  must 
be  served  even  while  organizational  changes  are  being 
planned. 

The  need  for  support  of  these  FAS  programs  will  not 
change  with  USDA's  reorganization.   Under  my 
reorganization  plan,  FAS  will  combine  with  the  Office 
of  International  Cooperation  and  Development,  a  small 
agency.   FAS  systems  will  continue  to  operate  after  the 
reorganization,  and  plans  for  migration  to  an  open 
systems  environment  will  allow  for  cononunication  and 
integration  of  existing  systems. 

New  equipment  was  purchased  for  the  CCCCF  to  support 
existing  applications  until  they  can  be  reengineered  to 
conform  to  open  systems  requirements.   Existing  CCCCF 
equipment  was  obsolete  and  nearing  the  end  of  its  life 
cycle.   Failure  to  make  the  purchases  referenced  would 
have  put  progreun  support  in  jeopardy  because  of  the 
possibility  of  downtime  euid  loss  of  data,  while 
incurring  extensive  system  maintenance  costs. 

The  acquisition  life  cycle  costs  are  $27  million, 
which  consist  of:   $4.9  million  equipment,  $1.2  million 
service,  $2.7  million  maintenance,  $3.2  million 
software,  $13.8  million  support  service  including 
facility  maintenance,  and  $1.2  million  supplies. 
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^    Have  you  developed  an  overall  Strategic  Business  Plan  for  the  Department?   Please 
piovide  a  copy. 

My  reorganization  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  was  announced  on  September  7, 
1993.    It  is  based  on  realigning  USDA  agencies  into  six  major  functional  or  business  areas. 
In  order  to  develop  the  reorganization  plan,  policy-level  officials  at  the  Depanment  worked 
to  provide  the  basis  for  a  strategically-positioned  Department. 

As  a  part  of  the  ongoing  reorganization  process,  the  Department  will  develop  a  Strategic 
Business  Plan,  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Government  Performance  and 
Results  Act  of  1993.   That  will  form  the  foundation  for  Agency  Strategic  Business  Plans, 
related  tactical  plans,  and  administrative  functional  plans.    A  copy  of  the  Strategic  Business 
Plan  will  be  provided  to  you  upon  its  completion. 
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Ili.ve  you  developed  a  strategic  business  plan  at  the  agency  level  for  the  current  agencies 
and  the  proposed  new  agencies?    Please  provide  copies. 

Several  of  the  existing  agencies  at  the  Department  have  developed  strategic  business  plans. 
Copies  of  these  plans  are  provided  as  a  part  of  this  package.    Other  USDA  agencies  are 
currently  actively  pursuing  business  area  analysis  and  will  develop  their  strategic  business 
plans  once  the  reorganization  of  the  Department  has  been  completed. 
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Have  you  developed  tactical  plans  identifying  what  needs  to  be  done  to  meet  your 
si irttegic  goals?    Who  will  do  it  and  when  will  they  be  completed?    Please  provide  a 

copy. 

Tactical  plans  will  flow  from  agency  strategic  business  plans.    Each  program  Under/ Assistant 
Secretary,  with  their  respective  agency  heads,  is  developmg  tactical  plans  to  carry  out  my 
reorganization.    Results  of  these  efforts  will  be  provided  to  you. 
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ITave  you  developed  an  Information  Strategic  Plan  that  identifles  information  resource 
requirements  to  meet  the  strategic  goals?   Please  provide  a  copy. 

In  January  1993,  the  Office  of  Information  Resources  Management  published  an  Information 
Resources  Management  Strategic  plan  for  the  Department.   That  document  outlines  IRM 
support  for  USDA  missions  and  goals.   That  document  will  be  updated  in  FY  1994  to  retlect 
my  reorganization  plan.    A  copy  of  the  current  USDA  IRM  Strategic  Plan  is  enclosed. 
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Have  agencies  developed  information  strategic  plans  in  relation  to  their  strategic 
business  plans?   Please  provide  copies. 

Please  provide  copies  of  your  FY  '93  agency  information  resource  management  plans 
and  show  how  these  plans  link  expenditures  to  agency  strategic  business  plans  and  to  the 
USD  A  strategic  business  plan. 

Each  year,  USDA  agencies  submit  Long-Range  Information  Resources  Management  Plans  to 
the  Department,  outlining  their  IRM  mission,  goals,  and  objectives  for  the  coming  five-year 
period.    These  plans  are  developed  to  support  agency  business  goals,  programmatic 
requirements,  and  Congressional  mandates.    Objectives  developed  in  the  plans  are  linked  to 
corresponding  budget  information  contained  in  agencies'  OMB  Circular  A-U  Information 
Technology  exhibits.   The  Department's  IRM  planning  process  is  integrated  with  the  budget 
process.    Copies  of  the  individual  agency  Long-RangtlRM  plans  are  provided  as  a  part  of 
iliis  package. 
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LEVEL  THAT  IDENTIFIES  WHAT  NEEDS  TO  BE  DONE  TO  MEET 
YOUR  STRATEGIC  GOALS.  WHO  WITH  DO  IT.  AND  THE  DATES 
FOR  COMPLETION?    PLEASE  PROVIDE  COPIES. 

PLEASE  PROVIDE  COPIES  OF  YOUR  FY93  AGENCY 
'^'       INFORMATION  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLANS  AND  SHOW 
^.5!       HOW  THESE  PLANS  LINK  EXPENDITURES  TO  AGENCY 
^---    STRATEGIC  BUSINESS  PLANS  AND  TO  THE  USDA  STRATEGIC 
BUSINESS  PLAN. 

PLEASE  PROVIDE  AN  ACCOUNTING  OF  ALL  IR 
EXPENDITURES  (HARDWARE.  SOFTWARE.  MAINTENANCE.  AND 
SERVICES.  INCLUDING  FY93  COMMITMENTS  NOT  YET  SPENT^ 
BEGINNING  JUNE  1.  1993  AND  ENDING  WITH  SEPTEMBER  30. 
1993. 

-  SHOW  WHERE  EACH  EXPENDITURE  (AND  COMMITMENTS 
IS  ARTICULATED  IN  EACH  AGENCY'S  FY93  IRM  PLAN  AND 
CORRESPONDING  BUDGET. 

■^A/-'  -  SHOW  HOW  THESE  EXPENDITURES  TIE  TO  AGENCY  AND 

--"      DEPARTMENTAL  STRATEGIC  BUSINESS  PLANS  AND 
jiin.   INFORMATION  STRATEGIC  PLANS. 

-  PROVIDE  THE  NAMES  OF  INDIVIDUALS  WHO 

-^     RESPONSIBLE  FOR  THE  MANAGEMENT  OF  IR  IN  EACH  OF     THE 
'■'r    THE  AGENCIES. 

"  DID  YOU  HAVE  ANY  UNPLANNED  EXPENDITURES  IN  FY93 

FOR  SYSTEMS  UPGRADES?    PROVIDE  COPIES  OF 
REQUIREMENTS.  SOLE  SOURCE  JUSTIFICATION.  FEASIBILITY 
STUDIES.  COST  BENEFIT  ANALYSES.  AND  ANALYSIS  OF 
ALTERNATIVES. 
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ASCS  REAUGNED  RESPONSIBILITY  FOR  IR  FOLLOWING  A 
GAP  RECOMMENDATION  THAT  IR  POUCY  AND  MANAGEMENT 
C     OVERSIGHT  FUNCTION  BE  SEPARATED  FROM  OPERATIONAL 

/  IRM  UNITS.    IS  THIS  REALIGNMENT  STILL  IN  PLACE?    PLEASE 

\  EXPLAIN. 
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7.   AGAIN,  DURING  THE  CONFIRMATION  HEARING  OF  MR. 
TOWNSEND,  HE  INDICATED  THAT  THE  COMPUTER  CENTER 
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ricase  provide  an  accounting  of  all  IR  expenditures  (hardware,  software,  maintenance, 
II  ltd  services,  including  FY  '93  commitments  not  yet  spent)  beginning  June  1,  1993  and 
ending  with  September  30,  1993. 

I  am  providing  the  A- 11  Information  Resources  Management/Information  Technology 
Systems  (IRM/ITS)  Budget  that  was  submitted  to  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  in 
niid-FY  1993  as  a  part  of  the  President's  budget.    This  report  gives  the  IRM  obligations 
planned  by  the  agencies  which  exceed  $25  million  for  FY  1992-1998  and  a  description  of  the 
objective.   The  package  also  includes  a  list  of  agencies'  planned  obligations  distributed  by 
IRM  category  (hardware,  software,  workyears,  maintenance  and  services)  for  FY  1992-1994. 
Final  figures  for  FY  1993  are  not  yet  available. 
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SIlow  where  each  expenditure  (and  commitment)  is  articulated  in  each  agency's  FY  93 
IRM  Plan  and  corresponding  budget. 

IZxpenditures  noted  in  the  attached  budget  exhibits  were  planned  and  made  in  support  of 
olijectives  contained  in  the  agency  Long-Range  IRM  Plans  provided. 
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Show  how  these  expenditures  tie  to  agency  and  Departmental  strategic  business  pians 
and  information  strategic  pians. 

The  Departmental  Strategic  Business  Plan  will  form  the  basis  for  all  USDA  plans    Links 
will  be  established  among  the  Departmental  plan  and  agency  Information  Strategic  Plans 
Agency  plans  will  continue  to  be  tied  to  agency  budget  initiatives. 
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I'lovide  the  names  of  individuals  who  are  responsible  for  the  management  of  IR  in  each 
of  the  agencies. 

A  listing  of  USD  A  agencies'  Senior  Information  Resources  Management  Officials  is 
provided. 
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Did  you  have  any  unplanned  expenditures  in  FY  '93  for  svstems  upgrades'>    Provide 
copies  of  requirements,  sole  source  justification,  feasibility  studies,  cost  benefit  analvses 
and  analysis  of  alternatives.  duaiyses, 

Plan^^  '^^^  expenditures  for  systems  upgrades  were  covered  in  agency  Long-Range  IRM 
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ASCS  realigned  responsibility  for  IR  following  a  GAO  recommendation  that  IR  policy 
and  management  oversight  function  be  separated  from  operational  IRM  units.  Is  this 
realignment  still  in  place?    Please  explain. 

Tlic  agency-wide  IRM  policy  and  management  oversight  functions  for  ASCS  contmue  to 
reside  at  the  headquarters  level  within  the  Information  Resources  Management  Division 
(IRMD).   The  Kansas  City  Management  Office  (KCMO)  is  responsible  for  the  IRM 
o|x;rational  activities  that  support  the  state  and  county  offices. 

Prior  to  the  Departmental  Info  Share  initiative,  ASCS  had  designated  a  Trail  Boss  responsible 
for  its  System  Technology  and  Telecommunication  Enhancement  Program  (STEP).    During 
FY  '93  the  STEP  project  was  disbanded  and  the  activities  associated  with  this  program  were 
consolidated  under  Info  Share,  along  with  the  major  IRM  procurements  for  FmHA  and  SCS. 
The  ASCS  Director,  IRMD,  serves  on  the  Board  of  Directors  for  Info  Share  and  represents 
ASCS  IRM  interests  through  his  participation  on  this  board. 


303 


FACILITIES  AT  THE  USDA  SOUTH  BUILDING;  NATIONAL 
COMPUTER  CENTER  IN  KANSAS  CITY;  ASCS  SOFTWARE 
DEVELOPMENT  CENTER  IN  KANSAS  CITY;  SCS  FACILITY  IN  FORT 
COLLINS;  NATIONAL  FINANCE  CENTER  IN  NEW  ORLEANS;  FmHA 
FACILITY  IN  ST.  LOUIS;  AND  THE  INDIVIDUAL  COMPUTERS  IN 
WASHINGTON,  D.C.  AND  THROUGHOUT  THE  WORLD,  WERE 
SOMETIMES  NOT  CONNECTED,  RUN  INDEPENDENTLY  OR  NOT 
COMPATIBLE. 

WHERE  ARE  WE  IN  MAKING  THIS  SYSTEM  WORK 
TOGETHER? 

HOW  MUCH  HAS  BEEN  SPENT  ON  THIS  AND  HOW  MUCH 
MLL  BE  REQUIRED? 

HOW  WILL  THE  NEW  ROLE  ENVISIONED  FOR  THE  NEW  SCS 
AGENCY.  FUNCTION  UNTIL  THE  COMPUTER  COMPATIBILITY 
QUESTION  IS  TOTALLY  ADDRESSES? 

HOW  LONG  WILL  IT  TAKE  TO  MAKE  THE  TRANSITION  AFTER 
fjliC  THE  AUTHORIZATION  FOR  RESTRUCTURING  IS  APPROVED  BY 
^THE  CONGRESS? 

8.    ONE  OF  THE  PROPOSALS  IN  YOUR  REORGANIZATION  PLAN 
INCLUDES  THE  ELEVATION  OF  ELLEN  HAAS  TO  BE 
UNDERSECRETARY  FOR  FOOD,  NUTRITION  AND  CONSUMER 
SERVICES.   THE  WASHINGTON  POST  REPORTS  THIS  AS 
"SHIFTING  THE  EMPHASIS  AT  USDA  FROM  FARMERS  TO 
CONSUMERS."   SECRETARY  ESPY  IS  ALSO  REPORTED  TO  HAVE 
SAID  THAT  "CREATING  THE  NEW  UNDERSECRETARY  POSITION 
REFLECTS  A  SHIFT  IN  FOCUS  FOR  USDA  AND  THE  IMPORTANCE 
OF  ITS  FOOD  AND  NUTRITION  PROGRAMS."   THE 
ADMINISTRATION  HAS  PROPOSED  EUMINATING  FARMER 
AGRICULTURAL  PROGRAMS  WHILE  REQUESTING  MAJOR 
INCREASES  IN  THE  FUNDING  FOR  THE  FOOD  AND  NUTRITION 
PROGRAMS. 

ARE  YOU  PROPOSING  TO  CHANGE  THE  NAME  OF  YOUR 
DEPARTMENT  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  FOOD  AND  NUTRITION? 
I  DID  NOT  SEE  THAT  IN  YOUR  LEGISLATIVE  PROPOSAL 

SERIOUSLY.  WITH  THE  GROSS  IMBALANCE  IN  DOLLARS  AT 
THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  BEING  SPENT  ON  NON 
TRADITIONAL  FARM  REUXTED  ITEMS.  CAN  YOU  ASSURE  THIS 
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^  \\% 


^  Again,  during  the  conflnnation  hearing  of  Mr.  Townsend,  he  indicated  that  the 
computer  center  facilities  at  the  USDA  South  Building;  National  Computer  Center  in 
Kansas  City;  ASCS  Software  Development  Center  in  Kansas  City;  SCS  facility  in  Fort 
Collins;  National  Finance  Center  in  New  Orleans;  FmHA  facility  in  St.  Louis;  and  the 
individual  computers  in  Washington,  D.C.  and  throughout  the  world,  were  sometimes 
not  connected,  run  independently  or  not  compatible. 

Where  are  we  in  making  this  system  work  together? 

USDA  has  adopted  a  policy  of  developing  systems  Department-wide  along  functional  lines. 
Tliree  major  systems  initiatives  currently  underway  are:    Modernization  of  Administrative 
Processes  (MAP);  Financial  Information  Systems  Vision  and  Strategy  (FISVIS);  and  Info 
Share.    MAP  focuses  on  administrative  processes,  FISVIS  on  financial  systems,  and  Info 
Share  on  developing  new  business  processes  and  systems  to  support  delivery  of  farm  and 
rural  development  services.     MAP,  FISVIS,  and  Info  Share  are  active  partnerships  with 
agency  and  headquarters'  staff  participation.   These  efforts  are  being  managed  and 
coordinated  within  a  framework  of  information  systems  standards  that  are  defined  by  the 
Office  of  Information  Resources  Management  (OIRM). 

USDA  will  migrate  toward  open  systems  and  is  actively  pursuing  this  course  through  the 
Departmental  coordination  of  these  major  initiatives.    Of  highest  priority  to  USDA  is  an 
open  IRM  infrastructure  in  which  data  on  any  platform  at  any  USDA  facility  can  be  shared 
quickly  and  easily.    As  the  organizational  structure  of  USDA  is  streamlined,  business 
processes  will  be  redesigned  and  technology  procured  and  applied  to  make  the  goal  of  open 
systems  and  full  connectivity  a  reality. 
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QUESTION  «112A: 

How  much  has  been  spent  on  this  and  how  much  will  be 
required? 

ANSWER:    The  MAP  initiative  is  a  centrally  coordinated  effort 

that  is  managed  by  a  small  core  staff  reporting  to  the 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Administration.   Generally,  MAP 
expects  to  receive  funding  and  be  supported  by  DSDA 
agencies.   As  a  result  no  significant  budget  is 
associated  with  this  effort. 

FISVIS  was  organized  during  the  past  year  and  projects 
costs  of  $14  million  through  FY  98. 

Info  Share  is  a  long-term  consolidated  procurement  to 
accommodate  OSDA  information  needs.   The  consolidation 
of  requirements  will  provide  much  greater  economies  to 
the  Department  than  separate  hardware  and  software 
purchases  by  the  individual  agencies.   IRM  acquisition 
costs,  including  maintenance,  are  projected  at 
$951  million  over  7  years  --  less  than  50  percent  of 
previous  separate  agency  estimates.   Of  this  euaount, 
$14.5  million  was  expended  in  1993. 
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How  win  the  new  role  envisioned  for  the  new  SCS  agency  function  until  the  computer 
compatibility  question  is  totally  addressed? 

The  majority  of  SCS'  agency  functions  will  be  unchanged  by  the  reorganization.    The  agency 
will  continue  to  use  its  own  capability  and  existing  data  sharing  activities  with  ASCS  to 
provide  program  services.    The  aging  equipment  will  be  replaced  through  the  Info  Share 
program. 
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How  long  wiU  it  take  to  make  the  transition  after  tiie  authorization  for  restructuring  is 
approved  by  the  Congress? 

SCS  is  a  panner  in  the  Info  Share  program.    Info  Share  interim  projects  will  take  place 
during  FY  1994  and  FY  1995.    Acquisition  of  fully-compatible  replacement  systems  will 
occur  after  that  time. 


w^ 


u^ 


308 


COMMITTEE  THAT  PRODUCTION  FARMERS  WILL  BE  FAIRLY 
TREATED  IN  THE  "NEW"  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE? 

WHAT  WILL  FOCUS  BE  WITHIN  THE  NEW  UNDER 
SECRETARY  FOR  FOOD.  NUTRITION  AND  CONSUMER  SERVICES? 

HOW  WILL  YOU  MAINTAIN  BALANCE  BETWEEN  THIS  AND 
THE  TRADITIONAL  ROLE  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF 
AGRICULTURE? 

9.  THE  PROPOSED  LEGISLATION  TRANSFERS  BROAD 
FUNCTIONAL  AUTHORITY  TO  THE  SECRETARY  OF 
AGRICULTURE. 

WHY  DO  YOU  CONSIDER  THIS  AUTHORITY  NECESSARY? 
HOW  DO  YOU  PLAN  TO  USE  THAT  AUTHORITY?  FOR 
EXAMPLE  WITH  THE  FOREST  SERVICE? 

10.  THE  SEPARATE  APPEALS  APPARATUS  OF  THE  VARIOUS 
AGENCIES  CURRENTLY  AT  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
PROVIDE  APPEALS  ENCOMPASSING  A  WIDE  VARIETY  OF 
SPECIFIC  INTERESTS  AND  SOMETIMES  DIVERGENT  TECHNICAL 
EXPERTISE. 

HOW  DO  YOU  PLAN  TO  IMPLEMENT  THE  BROAD 
AUTHORITY  IN  A  WAY  THAT  WILL  ADDRESS  THE  SPECIFIC 
NEEDS  OF  THE  VARIOUS  INTERESTS? 

11.  SOME  OF  THE  AGENCIES  THAT  ARE  PROPOSED  TO  BE 
COMBINED  HAVE  EXISTING  COUNTY  COMMITTEES.    THE 
SECRETARY  WILL  HAVE  AUTHORITY,  UNDER  THE  PROPOSED 
LEGISLATION,  TO  APPOINT  STATE  AND  COUNTY  COMMITTEES. 

HOW  DO  YOU  ENVISION  THE  COMMITTEE  SYSTEM 
FUNCTIONING? 

WILL  THEY  HANDLE  PRELIMINARY  APPEALS  BEFORE  THE 
NATIONAL  APPEALS  STAFF? 

WILL  ONE  COUNTY  OR  AREA  COMMITTEE  HANDLE  ALL 
CASES  FROM  HOUSING  TO  CRP? 

HOW  WILL  THEY  WORK  WITH  THE  NATIONAL  RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION  SERVICE  IN  THE  COST  SHARE  CONSERVATION 
PROGRAMS? 
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QUESTION  #113: 


ANSWER:    Our  reorganization  proposal  simply  recognizes  the 

reality  that  54  percent  of  our  budget  is  now  dedicated 
to  food  assistance  programs.   Most  of  these  programs 
are  entitlements  created  by  law.   In  my  view  it  is  not 
a  question  of  trading  off  between  our  responsibilities 
for  providing  food  assistance  to  our  neediest  citizens 
and  our  responsibilities  to  farmers.   Our  farm  programs 
are  also  overseen  by  an  under  secretary.   Our  service 
to  farmers,  our  export  programs,  and  all  of  our  farm 
policy  related  activities  are  of  crucial  iii«>ortemce  and 
in  no  way  would  be  downgraded  as  a  result  of  this 
reorgeuiization. 
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QUESTION  #114: 

ANSWER:    It  is  simply  a  question  of  restoring  to  the  Secretary 
the  broad  ability  to  manage  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  which  was  provided  by  the  Congress  in  1953, 
but  then  diluted  over  many  years  through  a  series  of 
very  specific  congressional  actions.   We  believe  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  should  have  broad  authority  to 
meuiage  the  Department  and  should  be  held  responsible 
for  the  action  he  takes  under  that  authority.   With 
respect  to  the  Forest  Service,  we  are  not  proposing  to 
shift  the  Forest  Service  or  to  change  its 
responsibilities  in  any  way  within  our  reorganization. 
However,  the  Forest  Service  is  the  Department's  largest 
enqployer  and  is  an  inqjortant  ingredient  in  our  overall 
effort  to  reduce  the  size  of  the  Department.  In  this 
context  Forest  Service  personnel  will  likely  be  reduced 
by  the  seune  percentage  as  personnel  reductions 
elsewhere  in  the  Department,  about  7  percent  by  1998, 
and  headquarters  amd  overhead  f\inctions  will  also  be 
reduced . 
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QUESTION  #115: 

ANSWER:    Our  reorganization  proposal  would  establish  a  separate 
National  Appeals  Division  which  would  report  to  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture.   Our  intention  is  for  that 
division  to  provide  an  objective  review  of  farmer 
related  decisions  by  USDA  agencies  including  decisions 
by  both  the  Farm  Service  Agency  and  the  Natural 
Resources  Conservation  Service.   Obviously,  we  will 
need  to  assure  that  this  division  is  equipped  with  the 
necessary  expertise  to  deal  with  these  issues.   The  new 
division  will  inherit  expert  staff  from  the  former  ASCS 
and  FmHA.   We  will  also  augment  their  capabilities  with 
staff  which  has  expertise  in  the  area  of  soil 
conservation.   We  intend  to  make  sure  that  the  National 
Appeals  Division  is  properly  equipped  to  do  its  job. 
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QUESTION  #116: 

ANSWER:    This  is  a  misunderstanding  of  our  proposal.   We  are 
proposing  that  local  committees  be  comprised  of  five 
members  of  whom  three  would  be  elected.   It  is  our 
intent  to  preserve  the  majority  of  positions  on  these 
committees  for  elected  members  who  are  fairly 
representative  of  the  farmers  in  the  particular 
geographic  area.   with  respect  to  appeals,  it  is  our 
intent  that  recourse  to  the  National  Appeals  Division 
would  occur  only  after  all  of  the  normal  internal 
agency  procedures  are  completed.   The  National  Appeals 
Division,  therefore,  does  not  replace  these  internal 
procedures  but  simply  gives  farmers  the  assurance  that 
if  they  are  dissatisfied  with  the  results  of  the 
internal  processes  they  will  have  the  opportunity  to 
seek  an  objective  review  at  a  higher  level  of  the 
Department,   with  respect  to  the  conservation  programs, 
it  is  our  intent  for  the  Natural  Resources  Conservation 
Service  to  provide  policy  direction  for  these  programs 
while  the  actual  delivery  of  payments  would  be  heuidled 
by  the  Farm  Service  Agency. 
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12.  AS  AGENCIES  ARE  COMBINED,  THE  FUNCTIONAL  LEVELS  OF 
EACH  OF  THE  AGENCIES  WILL  NEED  TO  BE  COMBINED. 

HOW  WILL  THAT  HAPPEN  AT  THE  NATIONAL.  AREA.  STATE 
AND  COUNTY  LEVELS? 

WHAT  WILL  BE  THE  STATE  DIRECTOR  FUNCTIONS  FOR  THE 
NEW  FARM  SERVICE  AGENCY? 

WILL  WE  HAVE  ONE  STATE  DIRECTOR  OF  THE  FARM 
SERVICE  AGENCY  TO  REPLACE  THE  CURRENT  FmHA.  ASCS  ETn 
STATE  DIRECTORS? 

WILL  THERE  BE  AREA  DIRECTORS  IN  THE  NEW  AGENCIES? 

13.  AS  CURRENTLY  CONSTITUTED,  FmHA,  ASCS,  SCS,  AND  THE 
OTHER  LOCAL  AGENCIES  ARE,  FOR  THE  MOST  PART,  ALL 
UNDER  THE  SUPERVISION  OF  SEPARATE  UNDER  OR  ASSISTANT 
SECRETARIES.   THIS  PLACES  SIGNIFICANT  RESTRICTIONS  ON 
COORDINATION  BETWEEN  AGENCIES  AT  THE  AREA,  STATE  AND 
COUNTY  LEVEL  ON  POLICY  MATTERS  WITHOUT  RAISING  THE 
ISSUE  TO  THE  OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY  FOR  A  DECISION. 
THE  NEW  NATURAL  RESOURCES  CONSERVATION  SERVICE  WITH 
THE  SOIL  CONSERVATION  DISTRICTS  WILL  AGAIN  BE  OUTSIDE 
THE  EASY  COORDINATION  STRUCTURE. 

HOW  WILL  THIS  COORDINATION  PROBLEM  BE  RESOLVED 
WITHOUT  COMBINING  THE  AGENCIES  FURTHER? 

14.  SOME  OF  THE  AGENCIES  WHERE  YOU  ARE  PROPOSING  TO 
CHANGE  THE  NAME  ARE  EITHER  KEEPING  ESSENTIALLY  THEIR 
SAME  PRIMARY  FUNCTION  OR  THEIR  NAME  COULD  STILL  BE 
CONSIDERED  DESCRIPTIVE  OF  THE  FUNCTION  AS  COMBINED 
SUCH  AS  THE  SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE  AND  THE  NATURAL 
RESOURCES  CONSERVATION  SERVICE.   PARTICULARLY  WHERE 
COUNTY  OFRCE  ARE  INVOLVED,  THESE  NAME  CHANGES  MEAN 
NOT  JUST  A  CHANGE  OF  LETTERHEAD,  BUT  BUILDING  SIGNS 
AND  SUCH. 

HOW  MUCH  WILL  IT  COST  TO  CHANGE  THE  NAME  OF  AN 
AGENCY  SUCH  AS  THE  SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE  TO  THE 
NATURAL  RESOURCES  CONSERVATION  SERVICE? 
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QUESTION  #126; 
ANSWER: 


Our  proposal  is  to  move  the  crop  insurance  progreun  and  make  it 
part  of  our  Farm  Service  Agency.   We  believe  disaster  assistance 
should  be  an  inherent  con^jonent  of  a  full  farm  services  system. 
We  are  also  developing  proposals  to  reform  the  crop  insurance 
program  to  inqprove  the  protection  it  offers  to  farmers  while 
holding  the  line  on  costs  to  taxpayers.   We  expect  to  be  in  a 
position  to  send  these  reform  proposals  to  the  Congress  in  the 
near  future. 
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CONSERVATION  DISTRICTS  TO  THE  RURAL  DEVELOPMENT 
AGENCY? 

WHY  ARE  YOU  PROPOSING  TO  CREATE  THREE  AGENCIES 
TO  DEAL  WITH  RURAL  ECONOMIC  AND  COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT:  THE  RURAL  UTILITIES  SERVICE.  THE  RURAL 
COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT  SERVICE.  AND  THE  RURAL 
BUSINESS  AND  COOPERATIVE  DEVELOPMENT  SERVICE. 

23.    CURRENTLY  THE  ASCS  COMPUTERS  CONTAIN  ALL  OF  THE 
FARM  AND  PRODUCER  DATA  NECESSARY  TO  ALLOW  FARMERS 
TO  OPERATE  IN  COMPLIANCE  WITH  ALL  THE  CONSERVATION 
PROVISIONS  OF  THE  FARM  BILL.   THESE  FUNCTIONS  ARE 
PROPOSED  TO  BE  TRANSFERRED  TO  3CS.    THE  ASCS  AND  THE 
SCS  COMPUTERS,  AS  I  UNDERSTAND,  ARE  NOT  COMPATIBLE, 
THE  INFORMATION  CAN  NOT  BE  SHARED  EASILY. 

HOW  SOON  CAN  THIS  INFORMATION  BE  MADE  AVAILABLE 
SO  PRODUCERS  WILL  NOT  HAVE  TO  MAKE  DECISIONS  WITHOUT 
AVAILABLE  INFORMATION? 

WOULD  IT  NOT  BE  EASIER  TO  TRANSFER  FUNCTIONS  THE 
OTHER  DIRECTION.  SCS  TO  THE  FARM  SERVICES  AGENCY.  IN 
ORDER  TO  AVOID  THE  MOST  PROBLEMS  AND  MAKE  THE  FARM 
/  SERVICES  AGENCY  IN  DEED  "ONE  STOP  SHOPPING?" 
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QUESTION  #127: 

ANSWER:    We  did  not  consider  moving  the  snow  survey  from  SCS 
to  the  National  Weather  Service  simply  because  our 
objective  was  to  orgauiize  the  funding  and  activities 
presently  assigned  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
It  was  not  within  our  preview  to  consider  proposals  to 
move  functions  to  other  Federal  agencies  and  we  were 
aware  of  no  reason  why  the  snow  survey  ought  to  be 
moved  from  the  conservation  service.   We  did  consider 
moving  the  Resource  Conservation  and  Development 
Program  to  the  rural  development  agency  but  decided  to 
retain  that  agency  within  the  Natural  Resources 
Conservation  Service  because  of  the  relationship  of 
that  program  euid  to  our  conservation  objectives.   Our 
proposal  for  3  agencies  in  the  rural  development  area 
is  tied  to  our  desire  for  an  output  oriented  mission 
structure  in  that  area.   We  believe  these  three 
agencies  will  be  in  a  better  position  to  target  our 
rural  development  programs . 
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QOBSTIOM  #128: 


ANSWER: 


Our  intent  is  to  organize  on  a  mission  basis,  and  we 
believe  we  have  a  conservation  mission  which  xa   best 
carried  out  by  a  Natural  Resources  Conservation 
Service.   At  the  local  level,  we  would  expect  the 
actual  issuance  of  conservation  proflram  payments  to 
continue  to  be  made  by  the  Farm  Service  Agency  under  a 
Memorandum  of  Understanding  with  the  Natural  Resources 
Conservation  Service  which  would  provide  Policy 
direction  for  the  operation  of  the  programs.   The  Farm 
Service  Agency  and  the  Natural  Resources  Conservation 
service  will  be  collocated  at  the  local  level  9°  t*^t 
farmers  will  be  able  to  deal  with  both  agencies  in  the 
context  of  a  single  field  office. 
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QUESTIONS  rOR  SECRETARY  MIKE  13?" 

HEARING  ON  REORGANISATION  OF  USDA 

October  5,  199  3 

The  Forest  Service  remains  the  largest  agency  within  USDA.   I 
believe  it  has  ©bout  40,000  employees.    However,  it  often  seems 
that  in  any  discussion  of  USDA  reorganization,  the  Forest  Service 
is  left  out.   Your  proposed  "Department  of  Agriculture 
Reorganization  Act  of  1993"  provides  no  clue  as  to  your  strategy 
for  reorganizing  t.he  Forest  Service.   Yet  you  are  asking  for  full 
authority  and  flexibility  to  transfer  personnel,  procerty  and 
funds  within  the  Department.   I  want  to  be  supportive,  but  I  must 
first  have  more  information  from  you. 

Q.   What  are  your  reorganization  plans  for  the  Forest 
Service,  and  will  they  be  carried  out  within  the  overall 
context  of  USDA  reorganization? 

Q.   Have  you  involved  the  Forest  Service  in  any  meaningful 
way  in  your  plans  for  its  reorganization? 

Your  proposed  legislation  only  mentions  the  Forest  Service  in 
that  the  title  "Chief  Forester"  will  be  deleted.   That  sounds  to 
me  suspiciously  like  the  first  step  toward  politicizing  the 
Chief's  position.   As  you  know,  the  Forest  Service  chief  has 
always  been  elevated  from  within  and  has  never  been  a  political 
appointment . 

Q.  Is  it  your  intent  to  create  a  political  head  of  the 
Forest  Service  for  the  first  time  since  President  Teddy 
Roosevelt  created  the  agency? 

Rumors  have  been  rampant  for  months  that  the  current  Chief ,  Dale 
Robertson,  is  soon  to  be  replaced.  It  would  almost  be  an  act  of 
kindness  to  get  it  over  with  and  make  a  change. 

Q.   Will  you  be  announcing  a  new  chief  soon,  and  who  will  it 
be? 

Given  the  crisis  the  Forest  Service  faces  from  outside  pressures 
as  well  as  internal  divisions,  it  my  strong  belief  that  a  new 
chief  must  possess  extraordinary,  demonstrated  management  skills 
in  order  to  have  a  chance  at  success. 

Q.   What  is  the  process  of  analysis  you  will  use  in 
selecting  a  new  Chief? 

Q.   What  are  the  personal  and  professional  characteristics 
you  will  be  seeking  to  assure  successful  performemce  of  a 
new  Chief? 

One  example  of  the  divisive  forces  tearing  at  the  Forest  Service 
from  within  is  the  rebellion  of  Forest  Service  law  enforcement 
agents  against  their  supervisors .   Many  of  these  rebelling  agents 
are,  by  nat\ire,  conspiracy  theorists  who  trust  no  one  and  want  no 
management  supervision  of  their  activities .   It  is  my  strong 
belief  that  the  law  enforcement  program  must  be  Integrated  within 
the  Forest  Service  organization  and  should  never  be  established 
as  a  separate  line  organization,  independent  of  any  supervision 
and  oversight  by  forest  supervisors  and  regional  foresters. 
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QUESTION  «129: 


ANSWER:    As  you  know,  the  Forest  Service  (FS)  is  the  largest 
employer  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  accounting 
£or  over  40,000  of  the  Department's  112,000  staff 
years.   While  our  reorganization  proposals  do  not 
propose  to  move  the  FS  or  change  its  location  in  the 
Department,  aui  effort  to  right-size  »«"<<  modernize  the 
FS  is  an  importauit  element  of  our  overall  plans. 
Overall  personnel  levels  and  administrative  expenses  in 
the  FS  will  be  reduced  proportionate  to  the  reductions 
taking  place  in  other  parts  of  0SDA.   The  FS 
headcjuarters  staff,  which  currently  includes  over 
900  staff  years  will  be  reduced,  auod  administrative 
overhead  will  be  significantly  curtailed.   We  are 
working  on  specific  plans  to  meet  these  objectives. 
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QUESTION  #130: 

ANSWER:    We  have  reached  out  to  the  Forest  Service  employees  in 
the  same  way  we  have  reached  out  to  all  USDA  enployees . 
Forest  Service  leadership  will  also  be  heavily  involved 
as  we  develop  and  implement  proposals  to  restructure 
that  agency. 
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QUESTION  #131: 

ANSWER:    I  believe  the  Forest  Service  needs  new  leadership.   My 
desire  is  that  a  fully  qualified  individual  be 
appointed  to  provide  that  leadership.  I  do  not  believe 
that  it  is  crucial  that  such  an  individual  be  either  a 
career  official  or  political  official. 
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QUESTION  #132: 

ANSWER:    The  decision  will  be  made  in  an  orderly  way.   I  am  not 
prepared  at  this  time  to  anticipate  a  date  for  the 
eumouncement . 
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QUESTION  #133: 


ANSWER:  In  the  context  of  our  reorganization  proposal  I  eun  not 
prepared  to  go  into  specific  personnel  actions  such  as 
the  process  for  the  selection  of  a  new  chief  of  the 
Forest  Service.  I  have  stated  we  need  to  find  a  fully 
qualified  individual  who  can  provide  new  leadership  to 
that  organization. 
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QUESTION  #134: 


ANSWER:    Again  I  am  not  prepared  in  the  context  of  our 

reorganization  proposal  to  discuss  this  specific 
personnel  action.   We  will  be  engaging  in  an  orderly 
process  to  select  a  fully  qualified  individual  to 
provide  new  leadership  to  the  Forest  Service. 
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Q.      The  House  :r."erior  Apprcsriacicr.s  Cc^jni'-se  r.as  rrc::osed 
a  separate  law  snforcemenr  organizacion  for  ::he  Fores':. 
ervice.   what  Ls   your  position  on  this  proposal? 

If  this _ separate  organization  is  established,  there  is  a 
'/ery  real  danger  the  national  forests  will  become  police 
tates .   How  will  these  agents  be  controlled? 

How  can  district  rangers  and  forest  supervisors  perfora 
their  management  roles  under  constant  intimidation  and 
threat  from  out-of-control  agents? 

^SfijQ-      Who  do  you  want  to  manage  the  national  forests  and  its 
"  visitors  -  those  employees  in  responsible  positions  of 
management  and  supervision,  or  law  enforcement  agents 
responsible  to  no  one  but  themselves? 


Currently,  Forest  Service  field  employees  with  primary 
responsibilities  in  the  timber,  recreation,  fire  suppression, 
archeological  and  other  non-law  enforcement  programs  serve  as  the 
first  line  of  defense  to  prevent  violations  in  their  program 
areas.   When  arson,  theft  or  environmental  damage  does  occur, 
these  same  employees  often  provide  the  necessary  workforce  to 
gather  information  and  assess  the  diunage  done  to  their  resources . 
Idji^ly,  they  work  in  conjunction  with  law  enforcement  agents. 

If  law  enforcement  is  no  longer  a  part  of  the  national 
forests ,  who  will  do  this  work? 

Q.   Will  the  Administration  budget  request  be  increased  to 
staff  up  for  this  work  now  being  done  by  program  staffs? 


The  Forest  Service  maintains  offices  in  hundreds  of  small  towns 
and  cities  throughout  the  country.   It  would  appear  there  are 
opportunities  to  reduce  costs  by  co-locating  personnel  from  other 
USOA  agencies,  particularly  in  those  rural  towns  where  office 
space  is  very  limited. 


# 


mil  Q-      Wouldn't  you  agree  there  is  much  greater  opportunity 
than  ctirrently  being  utilized  to  integrate  the  Forest 
Service  with  other  USDA  agencies  in  terms  of  sharing  office 
space,  equipment  and  vehicles? 


During  th«  spring  of  1992,  at  the  request  of  Senators  Leahy  and 
Lugar,  tha  Forest  Service  convened  a  task  force  and  spent 
considerable  time  and  energy  examining  vzucious  alternatives  to 
reorganize  and  streamline  the  organization.   X  expected  to  see 
some  valuable  proposals  coma  forth,  but,  in  fact,  I've  never  seen 
results  from  that  effort. 

Have  you  been  presented  with  any  proposals? 

^«  ^  Q.   Does  the  Forest  Service  have  an  approved  plan  of  action 
"^  J    to  move  forward  with  reorganization? 

Q.   How  would  that  plan  be  facilitated  by  your  proposed 
legislation? 
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QUESTION#  135:  SENATOR  CRAIG 

FOREST  SBRVICE  LAW  ENFORCBMgNT 

One  example  o£  the  divisive  forces  tearing  at  the  Forest  Service 
£rom  within  is  the  rebellion  o£  Forest  Service  law  enforcement 
agents  against  their  supervisors.   Many  of  these  rebelling  agents 
are,  by  nature,  conspiracy  theorists  who  trust  no  one  and  want  no 
management  supervision  of  their  activities.   It  is  my  strong 
belief  that  the  law  enforcement  program  must  be  integrated  within 
the  Forest  Service  orgeuaization  and   should  never  be  esteiblished 
as  a  separate  line  organization,  independent  of  any   supervision 
and   oversight  by  forest  supervisors  euid  regional  foresters. 


QUESTION;    The  House  Interior  Appropriations  Committee  has 

proposed  a  separate  law  enforcement  organization  for 
the  Forest  Service.   What  is  your  position  on  this 
proposal? 

ANSWER;      Law  enforcement  is  an  integral  part  of  the  overall 

management  of  the  National  Forest  System.   The  House 
action  would  have  the  effect  of  establishing  a  "stove 
pipe  organization."   The  Department  does  not  agree 
with  the  establishment  of  a  parallel  orgeuiization  for 
law  enforcement .   The  Forest  Service  is  committed  to 
ensuring  that  the  law  enforcement  progreun  functions 
with  complete  investigative  independence  in  its  role 
of  supporting  resource  management  activities.   We  do, 
however,  support  the  budgetary  independence  concept 
euod  will  fully  implement  the  recommendations  made  by 
the  President's  Council  on  Integrity  euod  Efficiency 
(PCIE) . 
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OOESTION  #136; 

If  this  separate  organization  is  established,  there 
is  a  very  real  damger  the  national  forests  will 
become  police  states.   How  will  these  agents  be 
controlled? 

AKSWKR;     We  will  work  diligently  to  keep  our  national  forests 
from  becoming  police  states.   A  letter  was  sent  to 
field  units  on  October  6,  1993,  that  the  issue  of  law 
enforcement  hits  at  the  heart  of  the  Forest  Service 
—  the  honesty  and  integrity  of  the  Forest  Service 
employees.   We  expect  that  law  enforcement  agents 
will  work  to  accomplish  the  mission  of  the  Forest 
Service  with  a  high  degree  of  integrity.   Personnel 
that  are  carrying  out  law  enforcement  duties  are  held 
accountable  to  the  same  high  standards  of  conduct  as 
all  other  Forest  Service  employees. 
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QUESTION  #137: 


How  cam  district  reuigers  and  forest  supervisors 
perform  their  management  roles  \inder  constant 
intimidation  and  threat  from  out -of -control  agents? 

ANSWER;      The  Forest  Service  law  enforcement  personnel  serve  in 
a  proprietary  role  in  managing  the  National  Forest 
System  leuids.   We  are  authorized  (16  USC  480)  to 
cooperate  with  state  and  local  law  enforcement 
agencies.   Law  enforcement  must  be  integrated  with 
the  resource  mauoagement  activities  on  the  National 
Forest  and  Grasslands .   If  there  are  problems,  we 
will  take  prompt  corrective  action.   Law  enforcement 
agents  are  expected  to  conduct  their  work  in  a 
professional  manner  which  is  consistent  with 
expectations  of  all  other  Agency  employees. 
Intimidation  and  threats  by  euiy  Forest  Service 
employee  are  not  tolerated. 
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QPESTION  #138; 

Who  do  you  want   to  manage  the  national  forests  and 
its  visitors  --  those  eiq>loyees  in  responsible 
positions  o£  management  and  supervision,  or  law 
enforcement  agents  responsible  to  no  one  but 
themselves? 

ANSWER;    Resource  management  of  the  national  forests 
will  remain  with  District  Remgers  and  Forest 
Supervisors.   The  objectives  of  the  Forest  Service's 
law  enforcement  program,  as  stated  in  the  newly 
revised  manual,  are  to  prevent  criminal  violations; 
protect  resources  and  property;  protect  the  public 
and  their  property;  protect  Forest  Service  employees; 
and  inform  visitors  euid  users  of  applicaJsle  laws  2uid 
regulations.   Investigators  will  operate 
independently  and  will  report  to  higher  level  law 
enforcement  officers  on  matters  being  investigated. 
This  ensures  investigative  independence  to  meet  PCIE 
standards.   Law  enforcement  personnel  will  be  held 
accountable  to  the  seuoe  high  steuidards  of  conduct  as 
all  other  Forest  Service  employees. 

Currently,  Forest  Service  field  employees 
with  primary  responsibilities  in  the  timber, 
recreation,  fire  suppression,  archeological  and  other 
non-law  enforcement  programs  serve  as  the  first  line 
of  defense  to  prevent  violations  in  their  program 
areas.   When  arson,  theft  or  environmental  damage 
does  occur,  these  same  employees  often  provide  the 
necessary  workforce  to  gather  information  and  assess 
the  damage  done  to  the  resources.   Ideally,  they  work 
in  conjunction  with  law  enforcement  agents . 
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QPBSTiOW  #13^. 

If  law  enforcement  is  no  longer  a  cart  of  ^^,- 
national  forests,  who  will  do  thL'^Sork?  ^""^ 

MSWIR:     We  are  committed  to  provide  a  aei-o-i^o  .-,.  ^v   . 

?Se^aS'=''°'^°^'"«^^^'^<^^-""i^ts'L^^;y^''^" 
safeguarding  resources  in  our  national  foresL    w« 

^  .r?r  ^""^  Agency's  obligation  t^pubJIc  service 
and  crime  prevention  and  will  atr-lwo  *«t.    service 
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QUESTION  #140; 

Will  the  Administration  budget  request  be  increased 
to  staff  up  for  this  work  now  being  done  by  program 
staffs? 

ANSWER;      The  budget  request  will  not  be  increased.   The  work 
currently  being  performed  by  Special  Agents,  Law 
Enforcement  Officers,  auid  the  Timber  Theft  Task  Force 
is  charged  to  benefitting  programs  within  the 
National  Forest  System,  Fire  Protection, 
Construction,  auod  Permanent  impropriations.   Both  the 
House  and  Senate  propose  moving  the  funding  out  of 
the  benefitting  activities  to  separate  law 
enforcement  budget  line  item. 

However,  many  unforeseen,  and  therefore  unbudgeted 
events  occur  requiring  law  enforcement  support .   In 
the  event  that  we  are  unable  to  carry  out  our  law 
enforcement  responsibilities,  we  will  provide  a 
report  to  Congress. 
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QUESTION  #141; 


ANSWER:    I  believe  those  possibilities  exist  and  I  will  be 

askingr  our  subcabinet  officers  to  taUce  a  close  look  at 
those  possibilities  as  they  review  the  field 
organizations  of  their  agencies. 
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QUESTION  #142: 


ANSWERS: 


The  review  was  done  and   a  report  was  prepared.   It  has 
been  made  available  to  Assistant  Secretary  Lyons  for 
his  use  as  he  moves  aihead  with  proposals  to  reorganize 
and  downsize  the  Forest  Service.   I  have  not  been 
personally  presented  with  these  proposals. 
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QUESTION  #143: 


ANSWER:    These  plans  are  being  developed  but  have  not  yet  been 
finalized. 
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QUESTION  #144: 

ANSWER:    The  intent  o£  our  proposed  legislation  is  to  restore 

to  the  Secretary  broad  authority  and  responsibility  to 
manage  the  agencies  o£  the  Department  including  the 
Forest  Service.   However,  there  are  a  number  of 
specific  legal  provisions  which  may  continue  to  hanger 
the  management  of  the  Forest  Service  including 
provisions  which  requires  Congressional  approval  of  any 
change  in  the  regional  structure.   This  provision  is 
contained  in  both  the  House  and  Senate  version  of  the 
1994  Interior  Appropriations  Bill.   We  do  not  believe 
it  is  appropriate  for  the  Congress  to  include  such 
provisions  in  annual  Appropriations  bills. 
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,'.|i  I    It  is  ny  obser-.-aticn  -.".at  addirior.ai  zcr.soiida'ci^n  of  zzzLzbs    ana 
^     staff  within  the  Forest  Ser-/ice  would  yield  significant  rest 
savings  with  little  or  no  ^.isruption  of  the  mission.   ?or 
instance,  I  question  the  role  and  need  for  the  nine  regional 
offices.   They  are  largely  a  vestige  of  a  time  when  communication 
from  Washington!  DC  to  the  field  was  difficult  and  slow.   They 
are  organized  around  functional  program  areas  which  are  likelv  to 
dissolve  as  ecosystem  management  is  implemented  and  functional 
budget  line  items  disappear.   Downsizing  or  consolidating 
regional  offices  and  the  Washington  Office  would  be  ray  primarv 
initiative  to  assure  that  much  more  of  t.he  appropriated"  dollars 
reach  the  field  level  where  they  will  do  the  most  good. 

Q.   Do  you  agree  with  me  that  major  consolidation  at  the  too 
levels  of  the  Forest  Service  structure  is  badly  needed? 

^   -    Q.   Do  you  or  Assistant  Secretary  Lyons  have  any  proposals 
|||^    in  that  regard  which  can  be  brought  to  the  Congress  for 
-'.Jj'.'   discussion? 
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QUESTION  #145; 


ANSWER:    Yes.   For  instance,  the  Forest  Service  headduarters 

organization  is  the  largest  headquarters  organization 
in  the  Department.   We  need  to  create  a  leaner  top 
level  structure  for  the  Forest  Service 
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QDBSTION  #146: 


ANSWER:    Mot  at  this  time.   We  are  working  on  proposals  which  we 
hope  to  complete  in  the  near  future. 
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Comments  of  Senator  Paul  Coverdell  for  the  Senate  Agnculture  Comminee  USDA  Re- 
organization Heanng,  October  6,  1993. 

Mr  Chairman; 

Thank-you  for  allowing  me  to  submit  these  questions  in  absentia.  Most  regrettably  I 
was  attending  the  funeral  of  a  family  member  who  passed  away  this  past  week.  Since  I 
am  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  in  person  to  present  these  questions,  I  would 
appreciate  Secretary  Espy  addressing  the  following  points. 

Questions  to  Secretary  Espy  from  Senator  Coverdell: 

As  indicated  during  your  testimony  to  the  Senate  Agnculture  Committee.  I  would  like 
to  request  that  the  office  closings  and  office  co-locations  that  have  been  identified  for 
Georgia  thus  far,  be  forwarded  to  my  office  for  review. 

1 .  Georgia,  because  of  it's  county  structure  will  probably  incur  more  changes  than  any 
other  state.  This  means  a  significant  shuffling  of  personnel  and  offices.  In  addition  to 
the  large  number  of  counties  in  Georgia  we  have  several  programs  that  are  labor 
intensive  to  administer.  Will  your  proposed  legislation  and  implementation  take  into 
consideration  the  way  either  peanut  or  tobacco  programs  will  be  implemented? 

%      2.  Almost  every  new  unit  will  require  additional  or  totally  new  space.  Space 
V.q«s/  requirements  cannot  be  accurately  determined  until   staffmg  needs  are  known.  How 
Hj|B  "does  the  State  Office  determine  space  requirement  in  advance  of  implementation? 


3.  Are  you  able  to  consider  the  location  incentives  that  local  farmers  and  county 
governments  are  willing  to  offer  to  the  agencies?  For  example,  Georgia  has  a  high 
percentage  of  SCS  and  ASCS  offices  now  in  rent-firec  space.  The  proposed  plan  will 
require  both  agencies  to  begin  paying  rent  and  utilities.  Estimated  additional  cost  for 
ASCS  is  nearly  S700,000  in  Georgia  alone.  When  current  staffing  is  combined,  figures 
may  be  lower,  thus  creating  s\iiplus  space  having  to  be  paid  for.  Will  the  proposed 
pffice  locations  consider  lowest  cost  locations  and  not  just  central  locations? 

4.  Georgia  has  several  situations  where  local  county  governments  may  be  willing  to 
furnish  space  or  cost-share  with  space  in  order  to  have  the  USDA  office  in  the  county. 
To  what  extent  have  local  offices  and  farmers  been  consulted  in  these  re-organization 
plans? 
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QtTESTZON 


#Jffl: 


SENATOR   COVERDBUi 


^t'sj< 


Georgia,  because  of  (itva/county  structure  will  probably 
incur  more  changes  tnkn'any  other  state.   This  means  a 
significant  shuffling  of  personnel  and  offices.   In 
addition  to  the  large  number  of  counties  in  Georgia  we 
have  several  programs  that  are  leibor  intensive  to 
administer.   Will  your  proposed  legislation  and 
implementation  taJce  into  consideration  the  way  either 
peamiut  or  tobacco  programs  will  be  implemented? 


ANSWER:    We  recognize  the  difference  between  progrzuns  and 

understand  that  some,  such  as  the  marketing  programs 
for  peanuts  and  tobacco,  are  very  labor  intensive. 
These  differences  will  be  considered. 
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QUESTION  #IHg  !  SENATOR  COVERDELL 

Almost  every  new  unit  will  require  additional  or 
totally  new  space.   Space  requirements  cauinot  be 
accurately  determined  until  staffing  needs  are  known. 
How  does  the  State  Office  determine  space  requirement 
in  advance  of  implementation? 

ANSWER:    Based  on  the  size  of  the  program  and  availadsle  staff 

resources  within  the  State,  the  State  Office  determines 
the  normal  staffing  requirement  for  each  location. 
This  information  is  used  by  the  State  when  determining 
the  space  requirement  for  each  location. 
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QUESTION  #149:   SENATOR  COVERDELL 


Are  you  able   to  consider  the  location  incentives  that 
local  farmers  and  county  governments  are  willing  to 
offer  to  the  agencies?   For  example,  Georgia  has  a  high 
percentage  of  SCS  euid  ASCS  offices  now  in  rent-free 
space.   The  proposed  pleui  will  require  both  agencies  to 
begin  paying  rent  and  utilities.   Estimated  additional 
cost  for  ASCS  is  nearly  $700,000  in  Georgia  alone. 
When  current  staffing  is  combined,  figures  may  be 
lower,  thus  creating  surplus  space  having  to  be  paid 
for.   Will  the  proposed  office  locations  consider 
lowest  cost  locations  and   not  just  central  locations? 

ANSWER:    Hopefully  the  State  Food  and  Agricultural  Coiincils 

(FAC)  have  considered  the  availability  of  free  space 
when  determining  the  location  of  the  Field  Service 
Centers.   Other  issues,  which  might  outweigh  the 
availeUsility  of  free  space,  would  be  the  size  of  the 
current  and  potential  program;  the  location  of  the 
office  within  the  service  area;  euid  the  adequacy  of  the 
free  space. 
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QUESTION  #150:  SENATOR  COVERDELL 


Georgia  has  several  situations  where  local  county 
governments  may  be  willing  to  furnish  space  or  cost- 
share  with  space  in  order  to  have  the  USDA  office  in 
the  coTinty.   To  what  extent  have  local  offices  and 
farmers  been  consulted  in  these  re-orgeuiization  plans? 


Determining  the  location  of  the  Farm  Service  Centers 
has  been  done  primarily  within  the  nSDA.   The  agency 
heads  of  ASCS,  FmHA,  and  SCS,  who  have  a  broad 
perspective  of  the  nSDA  progreuns  within  the  State  and 
the  unique  requirements  of  the  State,  have  been  deeply 
involved. 
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^      5.  On  the  minds  of  many  Georgia  farmers  and  L'SDA  personnel  is  how  the  State 
^-    .'I    office  will  be  structured  once  the  re-organization  is  completed?  How  will  the  state 
jj^^      Farm  Service  Administrator  be  selected  and  what  will  be  the  role  of  the  other  ASCS 
I^L.^  and  FmHA  director's? 

6.  What  provisions  are  made  for  a  local  office  to  appeal  to  the  State  or  National  office 
for  relocation  or  closing.  Who  will  review  those  appeals? 

7.  When  do  you  foresee  the  tlrst  office  closings  occurring  under  this  plan? 

8.  Mr.  Secretary,  how  do  you  define  the  basic  mission  of  the  USDA  under  this  new 
'Structure? 
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QUESTION  #151: 
ANSWER: 


We  are  in  the  process  of  working  out  these  details. 
We  will  have  a  single  FSA  State  office  with  a  single 
director  who  will  likely  be  chosen  from  among  the 
current  ASCS  and  FmHA  directors. 
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QUESTION  #152:  SENATOR  COVERDELL 

What  provisions  ar  made  for  a  local  offices  to  appeal 
to  the  State  or  National  office  for  relocation  or 
closing.   Who  will  review  those  appeals? 

ANSWER:    We  do  not  plan  to  provide  a  process  for  local  offices 

to  use  in  appealing  the  closure  or  relocation  decision. 
The  State  Food  and  Agricultural  Councils  have  been 
involved  in  the  decision  and  they  have  a  broad 
perspective  of  the  agency's  need  throughout  the  State. 
I  have  indicated  my  willingness  to  dibcuss  proposed 
office  closings  with  concerned  Members  of  Congress. 


348 


QUESTION 


#lS2: 


SENATOR  COVERDELL 


When  do  you  foresee  the  first  office  closings  occurring 
under  this  plsui? 


ANSWER:    The  exact  timefreime  for  closing  the  field  offices  has 
not  been  determined  as  it  is  dependent  on  obtaining 
statutory  authority  to  reorganize  the  Department  Euid 
inqplementation  of  the  reorganization  initially  at  the 
Washington  level . 


349 


QUESTION  #154 


ANSWER:    As  you  know  the  Department  of  Agriculture  in  one  of  the 
most  diverse  agencies  in  Government.   We  have  developed 
a  draft  mission  statement  which  is  still  being  refined. 
I  will  make  that  draft  statement  available  for  your 
information. 
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USDA  PROGRAM  MISSIONS 


Farm  and  International  Trade  Services. 

•  To  assure  that  agncultural  producers  have  the  opponunity  to  earn  incomes  that 
are  consistent  with  returns  elsewhere  in  the  economy,  thereby  assuring  supplies  of 
agricultural  products  which  are  adequate  to  meet  a  domestic  and  export  demand 
at  reasonable  pnces  to  consumers. 

To  promote  increased  efficiency  m  agricultural  production,  improve  competitiveness 
and  reduce  farm  costs. 

Rural  Economic  and  Communitv  Development. 

To  promote  economic  and  community  development  in  rural  areas. 

Food.  Nutrition  and  Consumer  Services. 

•  To  provide  access  to  more  nutritious  diets  for  persons  with  low  incomes  and 
improve  knowledge  of  good  nutrition  to  encourage  better  eating  habits. 

Natural  Resources  and  Environment. 

To  be  a  steward  of  the  land  --  improve  agricultural  production  while,  conserving 
our  natural  resources,  and  protecting  and  improving  the  quality  of  the  environment. 

To  provide  maximum  benefits  to  the  public  through  proper  management  and  use 
of  renewable  natural  resources  in  the  Nation's  forests  and  rangelands 

Marketing  and  Inspection  Services. 

To  insure  consumers  a  safe  and  nutritious  food  supply  at  a  reasonable  price. 

To  enhance  the  marketing  and  distribution  of  agricultural  products  through  the  use 
of  inspection  and  grading  standsirds  and  other  market  promotion  activities. 

Research  and  Economics. 

To  conduct  and  promote  research  on  subjects  connected  with  agriculture  and 
nutrition  and  disseminate  the  resulting  information  to  the  public  and  industry. 

•  To  develop  and  maintain  economic  intelligence  related  to  domestic  and 
international  food  and  agriculture  outlook. 


•;vVi\ 
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QUESTIONS  SUBMITTFD  BY  SENATOR  KERREY  m/f,m) 


I)  Federal  Crop  Insurance.    The  Administration's  proposal  recommends 
transferrmg  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  (FCIC)  from  the  Undersecretary 
for  Rural  Development  to  the  Undersecretary  for  Farm  and  International  Trade 
Services.   Given  the  need  to  share  information  such  as  yield  data  between  the  farm 
program  and  the  Crop  Ir\surance  program,  that  part  of  the  proposal  makes  ser\se. 


,^  . .;_  What  concerns  me,  however,  is  the  additional  part  of  the  proposal  that 

-■'    "       apparently  recommends  co-locating  FCIC  offices  in  the  county  offices  of  the  Farm 
_,^c~\-    Service  Agency  (FSA).  Today,  there's  only  about  68  of  these  FCIC  offices  nationwide 

--  10  Regional  Service  Offices,  4  Direct  Service  Offices,  and  54  Area  Claims  Offices. 

These  offices  exist  largely  to  ensure  compliance  and  oversight,  not  to  sell  insurance 

policies.   In  fact,  nearly  95%  of  all  FCIC  policies  are  sold  by  private  agents  —  not 

directly  by  FQC. 

Given  that  FCIC  rarely  deals  directly  with  farmers,  why  should  FCIC  activities 
be  co-located  in  the  proposed  FSA  local  offices? 


2)  Transferring  Meat  Inspection  to  FDA.   The  Administration's  proposal  also 
recommends  transferring  USDA's  meat   inspection  authorities  to  the  FDA.    I  sit  on 
the  Appropriations  Subcommittee  that  funds  FDA,  and  I'm  constantly  hearing  from 
drug  companies,  food  companies,  the  manufacturers  of  medical  devices,  and  others 
who  feel  strongly  that  FDA  is  woefully  lacking  in  the  resources  necessary  to  fulfill  its 
already-large  mandate.  The  result  is  regulatory  delay  —  delays  in  approving  new 
drugs,  medical  devices,  and  so  on. 

Given  the  major  resource  constraints  already  plagviing  FDA,  why  should  we 
add  to  the  agency's  bvirden  by  assigning  it  responsibility  for  meat  inspection?  Did 
the  Administration  coi\sider  a  move  in  the  opposite  direction  —  such  as  transferring 
the  FDA's  food  respoiisibilities  to  USDA?  If  so,  why  was  it  rejected? 


V^'i^^  3  )  FSIS  v.  APHIS.  Recently  I  attempted  to  set  up  a  meeting  at  USDA  for  some 

^--jv   university  veterinarians  who  are  seeking  federal  support  for  research  efforts  aimed 
"\|y   ;  at  controlling  E  coll  bacteria  in  livestock  on  the  farm  —  before  the  meat  enters  the 
food  chain  at  the  packing  plant.  I  thought  the  likely  place  to  start  was  with  the  new 
Pathogen  Reduction  Initiative  at  the  Food  Safety  and  Iiupection  Service  (FSIS). 
However,  those  officials  told  me  that  FSIS  is  only  responsible  for  pathogen 
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QUESTION  #155:  SENATOR  KERREY 

The  Administration's  proposal  recommends  transferring 
the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  (FCIC)  from  the 
Undersecretary  for  Rural  Development  to  the 
Undersecretary  for  Farm  and  International  Trade 
Services.   Given  the  need  to  share  information  such  as 
yield  data  between  the  farm  prograun  and  the  Crop 
Insurance  prograun,  that  part  of  the  proposal  makes 
sense . 

What  concerns  me,  however,  is  the  additional  part  of 
the  proposal  that  apparently  recommends  co-location 
FCIC  offices  in  the  county  offices  of  the  Farm  Service 
Agency  (FSA) .   Today,  there's  only  about  68  of  these 
FCIC  offices  nationwide  --  10  Regional  Service  Offices, 
4  Direct  Service  Offices,  and  54  Area  Claims  Offices. 
These  offices  exist  largely  to  ensure  compliance  and 
oversight,  not  to  sell  insurance  policies.   In  fact, 
nearly  95%  of  all  FCIC  policies  are  sold  by  private 
agents--not  directly  by  FCIC. 

Given  that  FCIC  rarely  deals  directly  with  farmers,  why 
should  FCIC  activities  be  co-located  in  the  proposed 
FSA  local  offices? 


ANSWER:    We  are  working  on  a  legislative  proposal  to  reform  the 
crop  insurance  program.   While  we  expect  that  the  new 
program  would  be  delivered  primarily  through  private 
companies,  as  is  the  current  prograun,  increased 
participation  may  require  that  the  Farm  Service  Agency 
be  used  to  provide  certain  delivery  functions. 
However,  our  proposal  is  still  under  development  and 
the  delivery  options  are  still  being  examined. 
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QUESTION  #156; 


ANSWER:    I  do  not  know  what  other  alternatives  were  considered 
before  the  National  Performance  Review  decided  to 
recommend  the  transfer  of  USDA's  Meat  and  Poultry 
Inspection  program  to  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration. 


lS\ 


3S4 


reduction  once  the  animal  enters  the  packing  house,  and  that  the  Animai  and  Plant 
Health  Inspection  Service  (APHIS)  has  responsibility  for  the  issue  at  the  rarm  level. 
APHIS  agreed  --  only  there's  one  hitch.    .-^PHIS  lacks  both  the  authontv  and  the 
funding,  I  was  told,  to  fight  pathogens  that  plague  humans.    Apparently  a  legislative 
"fix"  for  this  jurisdictional  vacuum  --  part  of  a  larger  APHIS  package  -  has  been 
pending  at  USDA  for  months. 

Will  this  jurisdictional  gap  be  filled  as  a  part  of  the  effort  to  re-organize 
USDA?  If  not,  when  is  it  likely  to  be  addressed? 
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QUESTION  FROM  SENATOR  KERREY 

is- /ST 

3)   FSIS  V.  APHIS.   Recently  I  attempted  to  set  up  a  meeting  at  USDA  for  some 
university  veterinarians  who  are  seeking  federal  support  for  research  efforts  aimed  at 
controlling  E.  coli  bacteria  in  livestock  on  the  farm  --   before  the  meat  enters  the  food 
chain  at  the  packing  plant.   I  thought  the  likely  place  to  start  wfas  with  the  new 
Pathogen  Reduction  Initiative  at  the  Food  Safety  and  Inspection  Service  (FSIS). 
However,  those  officials  told  me  that  FSIS  is  only  responsible  for  pathogen  reduction 
once  the  animal  enters  the  packing  house,  and  that  the  Animal  and  Plant  Health 
Inspection  Service  (APHIS)  has  responsibility  for  the  issue  at  the  farm  level.   APHIS 
agreed  --  only  there's  one  hitch.   APHIS  lacks  both  the  authority  and  the  funding,  I 
was  told,  to  fight  pathogens  that  plague  humans.   Apparently  a  legislative  "fix"  for  this 
jurisdictional  vacuum  --  part  of  a  larger  APHIS  package  --  has  been  pending  at  USDA 
for  months. 

Will  this  jurisdictional  gap  be  filled  as  part  of  the  effort  to  re-organize  USDA?   If 
not,  when  is  it  likely  to  be  addressed? 

Secretary  Espy:   As  Secretary,  I  have  directed  agencies  within  USDA  to  develop  a 
farm  to  table  approach  for  ensuring  that  consumers  will  continue  to  have  the  safest 
food  supply  possible.  The  initiative  is  separate  from  our  reorganization  proposal.   The 
basis  for  this  approach  is  USDA's  unique  relationship  with  agricultural  producers  and 
consumers  and  was  outlined  in  our  Pathogen  Reduction  Program.    FSIS  is  the  lead 
agency  in  coordinating  activities  under  the  Pathogen  Reduction  Program.    However, 
APHIS  has  been  given  the  responsibility  for  preharvest  activities  under  the  program. 
For  1994,  we  received  $8.0  million  to  begin  implementing  the  Pathogen  Reduction 
Program.   These  funds  will  be  used  by  FSIS  to  improve  existing  inspection  systems 
used  in  slaughter  and  processing  plants.   FSIS,  APHIS,  and  ARS  will  work  with 
universities  and  other  research  institutions  to  ensure  that  research  goals  of  the 
Pathogen  Reduction  Program  are  achieved  within  available  funds.   The  Department  is 
considering  some  legislative  proposals  to  accomplish  certain  aspects  of  the  Pathogen 
Reduction  Program.  When  the  package  has  been  completed,  we  will  submit  it  to 
Congress. 


^ 

%) 


356 


QUESTIONS  FOR  SECRETARY  ESPY  SUBtilTTED  BY  SENATOR  HARKIN 

•■HEARING  ON  GSDA  REORGANIZATION 

October  6.  1993 

1.  As  you  know,  I  have  a  strong  interest  in  the  Alternative 
Agricultural  Research  and  Commercialization  (AARC)  program.   I 
worked  with  Senator  Conrad  to  enact  that  program  as  part  of  the 
1990  Farm  Bill.   The  program  has  received  funding  and  a  lot  of 
progress  is  already  being  made  toward  developing  these  new 
products  and  getting  them  out  into  the  market. 

Under  the  USDA  reorganization  plan,  the  AARC  program  would 
be  placed  under  the  Rural  Business  and  Cooperative  Development 
Service.   Currently,  AARC  is  an  independent  agency  directly  under 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.   As  you  know,  AARC  has  an 
independent  board  to  oversee  its  activities . 

In  order  to  achieve  the  objectives  envisioned  by  Congress,  I 
believe  the  AARC  program  must  maintain  a  broad  spectrum  of 
research  and  commercialization  activities ,  with  a  minimal  amount 
of  bureaucratic  entanglements .   I  believe  AARC  needs  to  continue 
to  have  sufficient  independence  to  carry  out  its 
responsibilities . 

Please  explain  how  the  Administration's  reorganization  plan 
will  permit  AARC  to  have  the  independence  and  breadth  of 
activities  that  we  envisioned  when  AARC  was  adopted  in  the  1990 
Farm  Bill. 

2.  For  many  years  there  has  been  a  farmer-elected  committee 
system  at  the  county  level  to  supervise  the  administration  of 
USDA  programs .   The  plem  would  change  that  system  so  that  some  of 
the  members  of  the  committees  would  be  appointed.   This  proposal 
for  appointing  some  of  these  members  seems  to  be  based  on  the 
fact  that  the  new  county  committees  would  result  from  merger  of 
the  ASCS  and  FmHA  committees.   However,  it  is  not  clear  why  the 
plan  could  not  have  called  for  the  election  of  all  members  of  the 
county  committee. 

What  rationale  supports  the  policy  of  not  providing  for  the 
election  o£  all  members  of  the  county  committees  (apart  from  the 
rather  superficial  explemation  that  the  new  committee  would 
heuidle  some  matters  formerly  falling  under  the  FmHA  committees ) ? 

3.  There  is  conflicting  testimony  in  the  record  concerning  the 
extent  o£  the  Involvement  by  field  staff  of  the  USDA  agencies  at 
the  varloua  levels  —  coiinty,  state  and  regional  —  in  developing 
this  plan.   Involvement  by  USDA  employees  at  the  level  where 
clients  are  served  and  problems  arise  seems  essential  if  we  are 
to  improve  service  to  USDA  clients  while  cutting  costs  and 
bureaucracy. 
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QUESTION  #158: 


ANSWER:    Our  proposal  would  maintain  the  present  structure 
of  the  Alternative  Agricultural  Research  and 
Commercialization  Center  but  it  would  house  that 
structure  within  the  Rural  Business  and  Cooperative 
Development  Service.   We  understand  the  concerns  of 
those  who  would  like  to  maintain  the  independent  status 
of  this  organization.   However,  in  an  environment  where 
we  are  trying  to  consolidate  USDA  organizations  and 
create  greater  efficiency,  is  extremely  difficult  to 
justify  maintaining  the  separate  existence  of  an 
organization  which  has  only  seven  employees.   We 
believe  that  housing  this  organization  within  our  rural 
development  structure  will  strengthen  its  linkages  to 
our  rural  development  mission  without  conqpromising  the 
present  scope  of  its  activities. 
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QUESTION  #159: 

ANSWER:    As  you  know  the  current  ASCS  committees  are  elected 
and  the  current  FmHA  committees  include  an  appointed 
member.   As  we  merge  the  two  committees,  we  felt  that 
a  majority  of  each  committee  should  be  elected  and  that 
the  membership  should  be  fairly  representative  of 
farmers . 
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QUESTION  #160: 


ANSWER: 


We  have  gone  to  great  lengths  keep  our  employees 
informed  of  our  plans  and  to  receive  their  ideas.   I 
have  personally  spoken  to  large  numbers  of  DSDA 
employees  both  in  groups  and  individually.   Assistant 
Secretary  Townsend  has  talked  with  the  unions  which 
represent  many  of  our  employees.   Individual  subcabinet 
officers  and  agency  heads  have  discussed  reorgeuiization 
with  enqployees  and  employee  groups.   The  reorgamization 
of  our  county  based  offices  has  been  managed  though  our 
state  food  and  agriculture  covincils  which  represent  our 
local  offices.   Obviously,  in  an  organization  of  over 
112  thousamd  employees  there  will  always  be  someone  who 
feels  he  was  not  sufficiently  involved,  but  we  have 
worked  very  hard  to  reach  out  to  our  employees. 
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Can  you  clarify  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  consultation 
with  USDA  field  staff,  including  with  employee  unions  and  other 
organizations,  that  has  taken  place  in  developing  this  plan? 

What  plans  does  the  Department  have  for  consulting  with  USDA 
field  staff  in  further  development  of  the  reorganization  plan? 


4.   As  part  of  developing  the  USDA  reorganization  plan,  have  you 
."T"  examined  the  potential  for  cost  savings  through  reducing  the 
|W^  amount  of  contracting  out  for  services  that  might  otherwise  be       ^ 
—  provided  by  USDA  employees?  I   .„ 

K   \    \  What  are  the  services  that  USDA  now  contracts  for ,  and  what  ^—> 

j^^5^  are  the  annual  costs  of  this  contracting  out?  _^__ 


V. 


^ 
^ 


Does  the  reorganization  plan  include  any  policy  on 
contracting  out  —  either  favoring  more  contracting  out  or 
favoring  less  contracting  out? 

5.   One  of  the  chief  problems  with  the  Rural  Development 
Administration,  in  my  view,  was  the  move  to  regional 
adfflinistratozrs  and  the  elimination  of  a  staff  person  with 
statewide  responsibility  for  rural  development  programs.   Under 
Farmers  Home  Administration  management  of  these  progreuns  there 
had  been  an  individual,  along  with  support  staff,  having 
statewide  responsibility.   Our  experience  in  Iowa  has 
demonstrated  the  value  of  statewide  coordination  of  rural 
development  programs  in  order  to  make  the  best  use  of  the  funds 
available. 

What  effect  will  this  reorganization  plan  have  upon  the 
structure  of  USDA  rtiral  development  programs  at  the  state  and 
county  levels? 

What  does  the  reorganization  plan  contemplate  with  respect 
to  the  future  role  of  the  current  F)iiHA  state  director  positions? 


J 
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QUESTION  #161; 


ANSWER: 


As  we  move  to  implement  our  reorganization  proposals  we 
will  continue  our  efforts  to  involve  our  employees   We 
will  be  particularly  interested  in  having  the  input  of 
our  field  staff  as  we  take  a  hard  look  at  field 
locations  and  move  to  consolidate  those  locations 
particularly  at  the  county  level. 
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Senator  l^BS' 


4.    As  part  of  developing  the  USDA  reorganization  plan,  have  you  examined  the 
potential  for  cost  savings  through  reducing  the  amount  of  contracting  out  for  services 
lliat  might  otherwise  be  provided  by  USDA  employees? 

USDA  reorganization  efforts  are  founded  on  providing  effective  program  outcomes.   These 
efforts  include  evaluating  current  methods  of  conducting  business  and  finding  the  most 
economical  way  of  providing  service  to  the  customers.    USDA  follows  0MB  Circular  A-76 
"Performance  of  Commercial  Activities."    Our  intent  is  to  look  to  the  commercial  sector  for 
those  products  and  services  that  cannot  be  provided  economically  by  the  Federal  work  force. 

What  are  the  services  that  USDA  now  contracts  for,  and  what  are  the  annual  costs  of 
this  contracting  out? 

USDA  currently  contacts  out  various  services  as  directed  in  0MB  Circular  A-76 
"Performance  of  Commercial  Services."    A  description  of  these  categories  of  services  and 
the  annual  costs  of  the  associated  contracts  will  be  provided  separately  as  soon  as  they  are 
compiled. 

Docs  the  reorganization  plan  include  any  policy  on  contracting  out  —  either  favoring 
more  contracting  out  or  favoring  less  contracting  out? 

Tlie  direction  I  have  given  to  the  Department  includes  analyzing  the  business  processes  used 
to  deliver  USDA  programs.    This  includes  determining  best  value  methods  of  providing 
service  to  customers.    Within  current  guidelines  of  OMB  Circular  A-76,  USDA  will  contract 
out  only  those  services  that  cannot  be  efficiently  performed  by  Federal  resources. 
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QUESTION  #165; 


ANSWER:    We  are  not  going  to  continue  the  regional  office 

structure  for  the  Rural  Development  Administration. 
Rather  we  will  be  organizing  our  rural  development 
programs  on  a  State  basis  which  will  encourage 
coordination  with  our  Farm  Service  Agency  while  meeting 
the  need  for  special  expertise  in  some  areas  of  rural 
development . 
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QUESTION  #166: 

ANSWER:    We  intend  to  have  one  state  director  for  Farm  Service 
Agency  programs.   This  will  include  both  the  programs 
of  the  current  ASCS  and  the  farm  programs  of  the  FmHA. 
It  is  likely  that  we  will  also  appoint  state  directors 
for  our  rural  development  programs . 
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M  E  ::  0  R  A  N  D  U  M 

To  J   Chrisrine  Sarcone,  Clerk  for  the  Senate 
Aqricuiture  Committee 
From:   Senator  Max  3aucus 
Dates   October  1,   1993 

Res   Questions  those  testifying  at  the  October  6,  1993 
USDA  Reorganization  Hearing 

Questions  for  Secretary  Espy 

1 .    The  current  ASCS  county  connnittee  aystaa  operates  under  a 
sound  example  of  peer  representation.   That  results  in  a 
committee  which  thoroughly  understands  the  needs  of  the 
producers  served  by  the  agency.   The  FniHA.  committee  is  veiry 
similar.   The  system  set  forth  in  the  proposed  legislation 
is  somewhat  troublesome  in  two  respects.   First,  appointing 
officials  for  those  comnittees  will  be  a  slow  and  cumbersome 
'.     process.   Further,  the  language  describes  a  role  for  non- 
'  farmers,  specifically  specialists  in  law,  management  or 

finance. 


^ 


%% 


My  questions  therefore  are  how  that  appointment  process  of  2 
people  in  each  area  or  county  can  be  completed  in  a 
reasonable  time  frame;  and  second.  Flow  can  a  banker  be 
expected  to  be  a  fair  representative  if  an  appellant  is  a 
client  of  said  banker? 


2.   The  combination  of  the  FmUA  and  the  ASCS  will  result  in 
county  and  federal  employees  in  the  same  agency.   Such  a 
combination  will  be  confusing  as  supervisory  roles  are 
determined  and  buyouts  are  offered.   In  addition,  as 
attrition  occurs  it  is  unclear  whether  the  resultant 
positions  will  be  designated  as  federal  or  county  positions, 
Do  you  have  a  specific  plan  to  alleviate  this  confusion? 


^ .   The  current  proposal  puts  most  community  development 

functions  under  the  supervision  of  the  Undersecretary  for 
Rural  Economic  and  Community  Development.   However  the 
Resource  Conservation  and  Development  function  was  left  in 
the  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service.  Why  were  the 
RC&D's  left  separate  from  the  other  eenmunity  development 
programs? 
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QUESTION  #167: 

ANSWER:    Under  the  current  system  the  ASCS  county  committee  is 
elected  and  the  FmHA  county  committee  is  appointed. 
We  were  sinqply  trying  to  merge  the  two  systems  in  a 
reasonable  way.   We  provided  for  a  majority  of  three  of 
the  five  members  of  the  local  committee  to  be  elected. 
We  also  provided  that  two  of  the  members  should  be 
appointed,  and  we  wanted  to  recognize  that  there  might 
be  a  need  for  individuals  with  expertise  in 
agricultural  finance,  meuiagement  or  law  particularly 
with  respect  to  the  administration  of  our  farm  credit 
programs . 
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QUESTION  #168: 


ANSWER:    Our  reorganization  proposal  requests  authority  to  use 
these  en^loyees  interchangeably.   We  will  be  able  to 
choose  a  single  supervisor  for  these  offices  based  on 
merit  with  all  employees  in  a  position  to  compete  for 
these  jobs  irrespective  of  whether  they  are  Federal  or 
county  committee  employees.   In  addition  the  buyout 
legislation  offered  by  the  Administration  includes 
county  office  employees  under  the  provisions  of  that 
proposal.   We  believe  that  these  recjuests,  if  enacted 
by  the  Congress,  will  permit  us  to  run  the  offices  of 
the  Farm  Service  Agency  in  an  orderly  way  and  avoid 
confusion. 
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QUESTION  #169: 

ANSWER:    During  our  review  we  gave  strong  consideration  to  the 
possibility  of  tramsferring  this  program  to  the  rural 
development  area.   However,  we  decided  to  leave  it  with 
a  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  because  there 
is  a  strong  conservation  component  to  this  progreua  and, 
on  balance,  we  thought  it  wise  to  leave  the  prograim  in 
the  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service. 
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SENATOR  DASCHLE'S  QUESTIONS  FOR  SECRETARY  ESPY  ABOUT  USDA 

REORGANIZATION. 


1.  From  the  information  you  have  provided  us.  I  have  been  unable  to  determine  exactly  how  the 
Farm  Services  Agency  will  be  admimsiered.  Will  the  FmHA  farmer-oriented  programs.  ASCS. 
and  FCIC  continue  to  function  as  separate  units  that  are  simply  under  the  umbrella  of  the  FSA,  or 
will  the  administrauon  of  these  services  be  more  throughly  integrated? 

2.  This  plan  goes  a  long  way  toward  simplifying  the  administration  and  delivery  of  fanner-related 
programs  through  the  Farm  Services  Agency,  but  it  stops  short  of  including  the  farmer-oriented 
programs  of  SCS  in  FSA.  It  seems  that  including  these  SCS  programs  in  FSA  would  benefit 
farmers  by  truly  creating  one  agency  responsible  for  ail  farmer-related  programs.  The  plan 
proposes  dividing  other  current  programs,  such  as  FmHA  loans,  and  assigning  only  the  farmer- 
oriented  portions  of  them  to  the  Farm  Services  Agency.  Why  doesn't  the  plan  propose  merging 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  or  at  least  its  farmer-oriented  programs,  into  the  new  Farm  Services 
Agency? 

3.  The  one-stop  shopping  concept  will  be  popular  with  producers,  unless  the  net  result  of  the 
consolidation  is  that  farmers  spend  more  time  in  their  local  USDA  offices.  One  of  the  biggest 
complaints  about  the  implementation  of  USDA  programs  is  that  it  requites  producers  to  spend  too 
much  time  at  local  ASCS  offices.  If  the  consolidation  reduces  the  total  number  of  employees  in  the 
local  offices,  how  does  USDA  propose  to  increase  the  efficiency  of  seivice  delivery  to  producers? 

4.  FmHA  loans  are  an  important  resource  for  Native  Americans  in  my  state.  How  will  the 
separation  of  FmHA  loan  duties  between  the  Farm  Services  Agency  and  the  Rural  Commtmity 
Development  Service  affect  the  delivery  of  FmHA  loans  to  Native  Americans? 

5.  Proponents  of  the  transfer  of  meat  and  poultry  inspection  authority  to  FDA  argue  that  USDA  has 
a  conflict  of  interest  in  meat  inspection,  because  it  is  charged  with  both  helping  the  meat  industry 
and  policing  it  Do  you  feel  that  the  support  USDA  gives  the  meat  industry  precludes  it  from 
inspecting  meat  and  poultry  in  an  unbiased  maimer? 

6.  Many  have  argued  that  USDA's  inspection  techniques  were  adequate  50  years  ago,  but  that 
modeiti  meal  inspection  requires  the  expertise  of  a  public  health  agency  like  FDA.  They  hold  that 
the  types  of  safety  hazards  present  today  are  usually  caused  by  microscopic  bacteria  and  will  not  be 
discovered  without  a  thorough  scientific  inspection.  Do  you  believe  that  FSIS  can  perform  the 
caiefiil.  scientific  meat  inspection  that  is  a  necessity  today?  What  steps  has  FSIS  taken  in  this 
direction? 
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QUESTIONS  #170; 


ANSWER:    Our  intent  is  to  integrate  the  policy  direction  of 
these  programs  at  the  national  head<iuarters  level. 
At  the  local  level,  we  have  reqruested  authority  to 
use  employees  of  the  county  committees  and  Federal 
employees  in  local  offices  interchangeably.   We  want 
to  be  able  to  cross-train  employees  and  utilize  their 
services  as  efficiently  as  possible.   At  the 
head<iuarters  level,  we  want  to  fully  integrate  the 
staffs  so  that  we  can  provide  clear  policy  guidance  to 
the  field  and  do  so  on  a  mission-oriented  basis. 
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QUESTION  #171: 


ANSWER:    We  believe  that  we  can  provide  stronger  and  more 

coordinated  policy  guidance  on  conservation  programs 
through  the  consolidation  of  conservation  functions  at 
the  headquarters  level  into  the  Natural  Resources 
Conservation  Service.   At  the  local  level,  we  intend  to 
collocate  NRCS  offices  with  those  of  the  Farm  Service 
Agency  so  that  farmers  will  continue  to  find  one  stop 
service  for  all  of  these  programs.   As  implied  by  your 
question,  fully  50  percent  of  the  resources  of  the 
current  Soil  Conservation  Service  are  devoted  to 
programs  which  sexrj-B   urban  and  rural  communities  and 
other  local  sponsors  that  do  not  directly  impact 
farmers.   We  felt  the  preservation  of  a  single  agency 
for  all  of  our  conservation  programs  was  appropriate. 
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QUESTION  #172; 


ANSWER:    We  hope  that  by  establishing  Farm  Service  Agency 

service  centers,  farmers  will  find  a  better  trained  and 
more  fully  integrated  workforce  in  our  offices  when 
they  have  need  of  their  services.   We  are  also  working 
hard  to  upgrade  the  technology  available  to  these 
offices,  primarily  through  our  Info  Share  project, 
which  will  provide  a  common  computer  technology  to 
all  offices  and  make  it  possible  for  offices  to  share 
information  so  that  farmers  are  not  continually  having 
to  fill  out  the  same  forms. 
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QUESTION  #17  3, 

ANSWER:    We  do  not  want  our  reorganization  to  have  any- 
disruptive  effect  on  our  service  to  native  Americans. 
While  our  farm  service  and  rural  development  structures 
will  be  orgaunized  into  mission  areas  at  the  Department 
level  we  expect  a  high  level  of  coordination  to  take 
place  at  the  field  level  and  will  use  the  current  State 
and  local  structure  wherever  possible  to  deliver  all  of 
these  programs .  , 
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QOESTION  #17  4: 

ANSWER:    I  have  moved  aggressively  to  deal  with  the  problems  I 
have  found  in  the  meat  and  poultry  inspection  system. 
Our  1994  appropriations  bill  will  provide  resources  we 
have  requested  to  improve  the  staffing  of  our  meat  and 
poultry  inspection  workforce  and  begin  our  war  on 
pathogens.   We  are  moving  aggressively  to  improve  the 
labeling  of  meat  and  poultry  products.   1  do  not 
believe  that  there  are  any  factors  which  would  justify 
a  concern  that  we  are  unable  to  carryout  these 
responsibilities  because  of  our  relationships  with  the 
meat  aoid  poultry  industry. 
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QUESTION  #175; 


ANSWER:    We  need  a  modem  science-based  system.   We  are  working 
to  develop  new  technology  that  will  permit  us  to  run  a 
better  system  on  a  more  scientific  basis.   In  the 
meantime  we  ceuinot  abandon  the  present  system  when  we 
are  not  fully  prepared  to  put  a  new  system  in  its 
place .   For  this  reason  we  have  been  pursuing  a  two 
track  approach  which  will  fully  staff  the  current 
system  so  that  we  ceui  get  the  best  performance  possible 
from  that  system,  eind  simultaneously  we  will  move 
aggressively  to  develop  new  technology  so  that  in  the 
future  we  will  have  a  more  modem  system. 
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SENATOR  DASCHLE'S  QUESTIONS  FOR  SECRETARY  ESPY  ABOUT  USDA 

REORGANIZATION. 

7.  It  is  imporuuii  for  business  and  community  leaders  to  liave  access  to  REA  and  FmHA  programs. 
What  kind  of  a  field  structure  will  you  have  that  will  facilitate  that  physical  access?  Will  commimity 
leaders  now  have  to  visit  with  different  staff,  at  different  locations?  Will  grant  and  loan  decisions 
be  decentralized  to  the  state  level  or  centralized  in  Washington? 

8. 1  am  particularly  concerned  with  the  lack  of  coordination  between  efforts  by  the  Foreign 
Agricultural  Service  and  the  private  sector  to  make  the  U.S.  competitive  in  the  growing  world 
market  for  processed  and  high  value  agricultural  products.  Changing  the  name  of  FAS  to 
"International  Trade  Service"  will  not  change  its  focus  from  the  disposal  of  surplus  commodities 
to  targeting  strategic  growth  markets.  It  seems  to  me  that  you  have  a  golden  opportunity  to 
overhaul  the  Department's  trade  mission  and  create  a  working  partnership  between  USDA's  new 
trade  agency  and  private  sector  industry  groups  and  companies  which  have  hands-on  experience  in 
international  markets.  My  question  is  whether  cooperauon  between  USDA  and  the  private  sector, 
in  an  attempt  to  enhance  trade,  is  a  priority  for  USDA? 

9.  The  Federal  Grain  Inspection  Service  (FGIS)  was  under  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Service 
(AMS)  back  in  the  1970s,  but  Congress  separated  FGIS  from  AMS  to  make  FGIS  an  independent 
agency.  I  am  under  the  impression  that  this  separation  was  done  to  facilitate  FGIS  in  more 
effectively  preventing  scandalous  grain  trading  practices  at  export  terminals.  Cleariy,  FGIS  plays  a 
very  important  role  in  maintaining  the  integrity  of  the  grain  industry.  Given  the  importance  of 
FGIS's  role  and  that  FGIS  was  intentionally  made  an  independent  agency,  will  merging  FGIS 
with  Stockyards  and  Packers  compromise  FGIS'S  ability  to  carry  out  their  mandated  role? 

10.  An  earlier  USDA  reorganization  merged  the  Agricultural  Research  Service,  the  Cooperative 
State  Resean±  Service,  and  the  Cooperative  Extension  Service  into  a  new  Science  and  Education 
Administration  (SEA).  The  main  reason  was  to  reduce  the  number  of  separate  Department 
agencies.  But  the  Science  and  Education  Administration  had  problems.  It  was  widely  interpreted 
both  inside  and  outside  of  USDA  as  a  downgrading  of  research  and  extension.  It  created 
competition  between  research  and  extension,  and  led  to  a  proliferation  of  costly  program  planning 
and  administrative  staffs  which  never  really  succeeded  in  making  it  work.  Because  of  these 
failings  the  Sdence  and  Education  Administration  was  subsequently  dismantled.  What  is  your 
assessment  of  Department's  experience  with  the  Science  and  Education  Administration  in  the  late 
1970s?  If  you  are  going  to  rccombine  research  and  extension  along  the  lines  of  Science  and 
Education  Administration,  what  will  you  do  to  head  off  the  same  kinds  of  problems  that  plagted 
the  SEA  experiment? 

1 1.  Will  not  there  need  to  be  an  additional  layering  of  administration  to  service  the  substantially 
separate  functions  of  ARS,  CSRS  and  ES? 
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QnESTION  #17  6: 


ANSWER:    Our  intent  is  to  provide  decentralized  decisionmaking 
wherever  possible.   We  also  intend  to  avoid  creating 
totally  new  field  systems  when  integration  with  an 
existing  field  system  will  serve  the  purpose  just  as 
well.   For  this  reason  we  intend  to  base  our  rural 
development  field  structure  on  a  State  and  local 
structure  which  will  be  very  similar  to  our  Farm 
Service  Agency  structure.   In  this  manner  we  intend  to 
make  our  services  accessible  to  local  leaders  and 
encourage  coordination  between  our  rural  development 
and  Farm  Service  Agency  personnel. 
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QDESTION  #177: 

ANSWER:    Absolutely,  and  we  are  always  glad  to  receive 

suggestions  along  these  lines.   We  wauit  to  develop  the 
strongest  possible  partnership  between  the  Department 
and  the  private  sector,  and  we  want  to  encourage  the 
export  of  high  value  products  which  create  Americaui 
jobs . 
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QUESTION  #178: 


ANSWER:    No.   We  do  not  believe  the  proposed  merger  will  in  any 
way  compromise  FGIS's  ability  to  carryout  its  role. 
This  is  simply  a  case  of  proposing  to  merge  two  fairly 
small  agencies  in  an  attempt  to  achieve  some  economies 
of  scale  and  reduce  the  administrative  costs  associated 
with  operating  these  agencies.   We  do  not  believe  the 
functions  are  so  dissimilar  that  they  cannot  be  managed 
within  a  single  structure  and  we  certainly  have  no 
intent  to  compromise  the  necessary  fxinctions  of  either 
agency . 
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QUESTION  #179: 

ANSWER:    I  have  been  advised  that  the  creation  o£  a  Science  and 
Education  Administration  in  the  late  1970s  never  really 
succeeded  in  developing  a  true  merging  of  the  functions 
of  the  different  agencies .   Our  intent  is  to  reorganize 
our  Science  and  Education  functions  on  a  mission 
related  basis  and  bring  about  a  true  mission  oriented 
merger  of  these  functions.   In  such  an  organization 
there  would  be  no  need  for  the  addition  of  additional 
layers  of  management.   The  implementation  teams  who  are 
working  on  the  merger  of  the  Science  and  Education 
agencies  are  under  a  clear  mandate  to  avoid  the 
mistakes  that  were  made  during  the  creation  of  the 
Science  and  Education  Administration. 
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QUESTION  #180; 


ANSWER:    We  intend  to  achieve  a  true  mission-oriented  merger 
of  these  functions.   We  do  not  intend  to  add  any 
additional  layers  of  administration. 
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SENATOR  DASCHLE'S  QUESTIONS  FOR  SECRETARY  ESPY  ABOUT  USDA 

REORGANIZATION. 

12.  Will  the  Agricultural  Research  and  Education  Service  conunue  to  include  the  full  mission  of  the 
»0|        Extension  Service  as  authonzed  by  the  Smith-Lever  Act  --  such  as  agnculture.  economics,  4-H  and 
youth  development,  family  economics,  and  others? 
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13.  How  do  you  propose  to  continue  to  be  the  national  coordinator  or  backbone  of  the  national 
Cooperauve  Extension  System  and  the  national  Cooperative  Research  System  under  the  proposed 
plan? 

14.  How  will  the  reorganization  of  the  research  and  educational  functions  in  USDA  contribute  to 
addressing  the  Secretary's  priorities  in  rural  development,  environment,  and  food  safety? 

15.  With  92%  of  the  total  funding  under  the  aegis  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Science  and 
Education  under  one  agency,  is  the  distribution  of  responsibility  between  the  Assistant  Secretary 
and  the  Administrator  of  the  new  agency  appropriately  distnbuted? 

16.  The  state-federal  partnership  with  USDA  operates  fundamentally  dilTerent  from  the  way  line 
organizations  in  USDA  are  managed.  The  partnership  involves  shared  resources  and  a  distributed 
system  of  decision  making.  How  will  the  department  deal  widi  these  two  different  functional 
configurations,  if  they  are  forced  into  a  common  large  organization? 

17.  It  is  increasingly  impoitant  for  the  agencies  dealing  with  science  and  education  to  develop 
improved  visibility  and  linkages  within  USDA  and  with  other  parts  of  government.  Does 
submerging  these  agencies  limit  their  external  visibility  and.  through  lack  of  visible  leadership, 
adversely  afifea  their  ability  to  develop  coordinated  programs? 

1 8.  We  would  agree  that  the  functions  of  the  agencies  presendy  under  Science  and  Education  can 
and  should  be  better  directed  to  meet  current  needs.  We  also  expect  that  there  are  efficiencies  to  be 
gained  through  better  alignment  of  these  functions.  Has  the  approach  of  functional  change,  rather 
than  structural  change,  been  carefully  examined  to  see  if  the  goals  of  the  Administration  can  be 
better  achieved,  while  maintaining  the  identity  and  visibility  of  the  agencies? 

19.  To  what  extent  have  the  university  players  in  the  state-federal  parmerships  of  science  and 
education  been  invited  to  participate  in  the  decision  to  restructure  science  and  education? 
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QUESTION    #181 ! 


ANSWER:  Yes. 


384 


QUESTION  #182: 

ANSWER:    We  do  not  intend  our  reorganization  proposal  to  dilute 
our  partnerships  with  the  State  research  and  extension 
systems  in  any  way.   In  fact  is  our  intent  that  the 
mission-oriented  structure  within  the  new  Agricultural 
Research  and  Education  Agency  will  strengthen  those 
partnerships  by  building  an  even  closer  association 
between  our  cooperators  and  key  USDA  basic  missions. 
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QUESTION  #183; 


ANSWER:    It  is  our  belief  that  a  research  and  education  function 
which  is  organized  on  a  mission  oriented  basis  will  be 
better  able  to  demonstrate  the  support  given  by  our 
total  research  and  education  system  to  the  important 
missions  of  the  Department  such  as  those  in  rural 
development,  environment,  and  food  safety.   We  know 
that  we  are  more  dependent  than  ever  before  on 
effective  science  and  education  programis  to  support  our 
objectives  in  these  areas  and  we  want  to  make  these 
relationships  as  explicit  as  possible  within  the 
context  of  our  total  DSDA  organization. 
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QUESTION  #184 : 


ANSWER:    The  responsibility  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  is  to 
provide  policy  direction  to  our  research,  education, 
economics  and  statistical  prograuos.   There  is  no 
necessary  relationship  between  the  magnitude  o£  funding 
for  each  of  these  areas  and  the  need  for  policy 
direction.   The  responsibility  of  the  agency 
administrator  therefore  will  be  for  the  day-to-day 
management  of  programs  which  is  quite  different  from 
the  <iuestion  of  policy  direction. 
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QUESTION  #185: 

ANSWER:    Meuiy  OSDA  programs  are  delivered  through  partnerships 
with  other  organizations.   For  instance,  this  is  true 
of  our  farm  programs,  conservation  programs,  and  food 
assistance  programs.   All  of  these  programs  are  housed 
within  single  organizations.   In  our  view,  there  is 
simply  no  reason  why  the  Department's  long  and 
effective  history  of  partnership  with  State  research 
and  extension  systems  cannot  be  continued  and  even 
strengthened  within  the  context  of  our  mission-oriented 
research  and  education  structure . 
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QUESTION  #186: 


ANSWER:    We  see  no  reason  why  our  orgeunizational  proposal  would 
have  this  effect.   In  fact  it  seems  to  us  the  ability 
to  present  a  total  research  euid  education  progreun  on  a 
mission-oriented  basis  would  in  fact  strengthen  the 
Department's  2ibilities  to  form  effective  linkages  with 
outside  organizations. 
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QUESTION  #187: 


ANSWER:    In  total,  our  reorganization  of  the  Department  would 
reduce  the  nximber  of  agencies  from  43  to  30.   We  know 
that  every  one  of  the  13  agencies  which  would  be 
consolidated  under  our  proposal  has  supporters  who 
believe  that  the  "visibility"  of  a  particular  agency  is 
crucial  to  the  success  of  its  activities.   We  believe 
that  these  activities  can  be  carried  out  just  as 
effectively  within  a  more  efficient  structure.   We 
believe  that  is  the  case  in  the  research  and  education 
area,  particularly  if  we  organize  these  functions  on  a 
mission-oriented  basis  as  we  intend  to  do. 
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QUESTION  #188: 
ANSWER: 


we  have  repeatedly  said  that  we  welcome  all  advice  and 
suggestions  our  employees  or  cooperators  care  to  offer 
concerning  our  reorganization.   As  we  move  toward  the 
detailed  activity  necessary  to  implement  the 
reorganization  we  will  also  be  looking  for  the  best 
advice  we  can  get  and  will  be  happy  to  receive  any 
which  is  offered. 
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QUESTION  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  BOB  DOLE 


\^ 


^ 


1)   THE  NATIONAL  PERFORMANCE  REVIEW  RECOMMENDS  MOVING  THE  FOOD 
STAMP  EMPLOYMENT  AND  TRAINING  PROGRAM  FROM  USDA  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT 
OF  LABOR.   PARTICIPATION  IN  THE  FOOD  STAMP  EMPLOYMENT  AND 
TRAINING  PROGRAM  IS  NOW  MANDATORY  FOR  AT  LEAST  1.4  MILLION 
RECIPIENTS.   WHAT  IS  THE  ADMINISTRATION'S  POSITION  ON  MAINTAINING 
MANDATORY  WORK  REQUIREMENTS  FOR  FOOD  STAMP  RECIPIENTS  IF  FOOD 
STAMP  EMPLOYMENT  AND  TRAINING  IS  TRANSFERRED  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF 
LABOR? 
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QI7ESTI0N  #189:  SEN.  DOI.E 

The  National  Performance  Review  recommends  moving  the 
Food  stamp  Bn^loyment  and  Training  Program  from  USDA  to 
the  Depaurtment  of  Labor.   Participation  in  the  Food 
Stamp  Employment  and  Training  Program  is  now  mandatory 
for  at  least  1.4  million  recipients.   What  is  the 
Administration's  position  on  maintaining  mandatory  work 
re<iuirement8  for  food  stamp  recipients  if  Food  stamp 
Biiq>loyment  and  Training  is  transferred  to  the 
Department  of  Ijat>or? 

ANSWER:    USDA  supports  the  National  Performance  Review  Board's 
recommendation  on  the  consolidation  of  employment  and 
training  programs .   In  the  event  that  the  Food  Stamp 
Employment  and  Training  Progreua  is  transferred  to 
another  Department,  we  would  favor  the  continuation  of 
a  mauidatory  work  requirement  for  able-bodied  food  stamp 
recipients . 
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QUESTION  #117: 

ANSWER:    The  consolidation  of  agencies  at  the  national  level 

would  also  be  reflected  at  the  State  and  local  levels. 
Our  legislation  proposes  to  create  a  single  State 
committee  that  would  oversee  all  Farm  Service  Agency 
programs .   Similarly,  there  would  be  a  single  state 
director  with  these  oversight  responsibilities. 


394 


QUESTION  #118: 


ANSWER:    It  was  our  considered  judgement  that  the  consolidation 
of  the  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  (NRCS) 
with  the  Farm  Service  Agency  would  be  unwise .   The  NRCS 
will  have  a  broad  conservation  mission  including  not 
only  farmers  but  also  services  to  rural  and  urban 
communities  and  other  local  sponsors  in  support  of 
programs  such  as  soil  surveys,  watershed  development, 
and  resource  conservation  and  development.   We  felt  it 
was  extremely  important  to  consolidate  all  of  our 
conservation  prograuns  in  a  single  place  to  provide  for 
better  coordination  at  the  headquarters  level  in 
providing  policy  direction  for  conservation  programs . 
We  believe  that  local  coordination  can  be  achieved 
because  we  intend  to  house  these  agencies  in  collocated 
facilities  and  provide  for  more  efficient  operating 
procedures  under  joint  Memorzuida  of  Understanding 
between  the  two  organizations. 
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QUESTION  #119; 


ANSWER:    There  are  front-end  costs  involved  in  any 

reorganization.   The  issue  is  whether  these  costs  are 
worthwhile  when  considered  in  the  context  o£  the  longer 
term  improvements  in  service  and  efficiency  which  are 
likely  to  be  gained  through  the  reorganization.   We 
believe  our  proposals  clearly  meet  that  test. 


1^ 
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15.    ONE  OF  THE  MOST  OFTEN  STATED  COMPLAINTS  OF 
FARMERS  IS  THAT  THE  COUNTY  OFFICES  OF  USDA  MAKE  THEM 
TRAVEL  ALL  OVER  TOWN  TO  GET  THE  FORMS  AND  COORDINATE 
THE  INFORMATION  FOR  AND  FROM  USDA.    THE  NATIONAL 
RESOURCES  CONSERVATION  SERVICE  WILL  HAVE  AN 
INCREASED  NOT  DECREASED  ROLE  WITH  PRODUCER  FARMERS 
UNDER  YOUR  PLAN  BY  INCLUDING  THE  CONSERVATION 
PROGRAMS  CURRENTLY  IN  ASCS. 

HOW  DO  YOU  PLAN  TO  MAKE  THIS  NEW  AGENCY 
INTERFACE  WITH  THE  FARM  SERVICE  AGENCY  IN  A  WAY  TO 
MAKE  IT  FARMER  FRIENDLY? 

DO  YOU  ENVISION  THE  COUNTY  COMMITTEE  FROM  THE 
FARM  SERVICE  AGENCY  MAKING  DETERMINATIONS  REGARDING 
CONSERVATION  COST  SHARE  PROJECT  PARTICIPATION  OR 
WILL  THERE  BE  A  SEPARATE  COUNTY  COMMITTEE  FOR  THE 
NEW  AGENCY? 


'  U  16.    IT  IS  MY  UNDERSTANDING  THAT  THE  COUNTY  OFFICE 

V^^^  CONSOUDATION  PROPOSALS  HAVE  BEEN  PUT  ON  HOLD  UNTIL 

X.^  FURTHER  NOTICE. 

n  IF  THIS  IS  TRUE.  WHAT  IS  THE  TIMETABLE  FOR 

isA^  IMPLEMENTATION  AND  HOW  MUCH  DO  YOU  PLAN  TO  INVOLVE 

-.  THE  CONGRESS  IN  BOTH  THE  DECISION-MAKING  AS  WELL  AS 

^  THE  IMPLEMENTATION  OF  RESTRUCTURING  AT  THE  COUNTY 

I -ft  AND  STATE  LEVEL? 

17.  AS  YOU  KNOW,  THE  COUNTY  OFRCE  EMPLOYEES  OF  THE 
ASCS  ARE  NOT  CURRENTLY  FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES.   THEY  ARE 
HIRED  BY  THE  COUNTY  COMMITTEE  AT  THE  LOCAL  LEVEL 

UNDER  YOUR  PROPOSAL  WILL  THIS  SYSTEM  CHANGE  AND 
IF  SO  HOW? 

18.  DURING  THE  CURRENT  DISASTER  IN  THE  MIDWEST, 
PAYMENTS  WERE  MADE  TO  FARMERS,  IN  SOME  CASES,  WITHIN 
TWO  WEEKS.   CURRENTLY  THE  AUTHORITY  TO  ISSUE 
PAYMENTS  TO  PRODUCERS  AT  THE  LOCAL  LEVEL  ALLOWS 
SHORT  TURN  AROUND  BOTH  IN  DISASTER  EMERGENCY 
SITUATIONS  AS  WELL  AS  IMPORTANT  PAYMENT  SITUATIONS 
SUCH  AS  CRP  PAYMENTS. 
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QUESTION  #120: 

ANSWER:    We  are  going  to  make  sure  that  these  organizations  are 
collocated  at  the  local  level  and  that  they  use  common 
technology.   These  two  steps  will  greatly  inqjrove  the 
services  they  can   render  to  farmers .   We  do  not 
envision  a  separate  county  committee  structure  for  the 
Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service.   Our  intent  is 
for  the  Farm  Service  Agency  committee  to  work 
cooperatively  with  the  local  conservation  districts 
with  respect  to  these  programs . 
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QUESTION  »  lZ\  :  SENATOR  CRAIG 


It  is  my  understanding  that  the  county  office 
consolidation  proposals  have  been  put  on  hold  until 
further  notice.   If  this  is  true,  what  is  the  timetable 
for  iiq>lementation  and  how  much  do  you  plan  to  involve 
the  Congress  in  both  the  decision-making  as  well  as  the 
implementation  of  restructuring  at  the  county  said  state 
level? 


ANSWER:    The  timetable  for  implementation  has  not  been 
determined  as  it  is  dependent  on  receiving 
Congressional  support  for  the  reorganization  and 
implementation  first  at  the  Washington- leve 1 .   I  intend 
to  work  with  the  Congress  as  we  move  forward  with  the 
restructuring  proposal . 
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QUESTION  #122: 


ANSWER:    Our  proposal  would  not  change  the  status  of  county 

office  en^loyees,  but  would  permit  those  employees  to 
be  used  interchangeably  with  Federal  employees  at  the 
local  level .   Supervisors  for  each  Farm  Service  Agency 
office  who  would  be  appointed  on  the  basis  of  merit  euid 
would  have  overall  supervisory  responsibility  for  the 
operations  of  the  office. 
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HOW  WILL  THE  CCC  MONEY  DISTRIBUTION  TAKE  PLACE  IN 
_^     THE  NEW  FARM  SERVICES  AGENCY?    HOW  WILL  THEY 
.^a      INTERFACE  WITH  THE  NATURAL  RESOURCES  CONSERVATION 
»t^      SERVICE  AGENCY  FOR  CONSERVATION  COST  SHARE  ETC? 

19.  IT  HAS  ALREADY  BEEN  STATED  THAT  THE  NEW  EMPHASIS 
OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  IS  GOING  TO  BE 
NUTRITION.   YOU  HAVE  ALSO  PROPOSED  TO  SEND  THE 
INSPECTION  SERVICE  TO  AN  AGENCY  THAT  LACKS  CERTAIN 
SENSITIVITY  TO  PRODUCTION  AGRICULTURE. 

WHAT  ASSURANCES  CAN  YOU  GIVE  THE  COMMITTEE  THAT 
IF  WE  APPROVE  THAT  TRANSFER.  IT  WILL  NOT  BE  TO  THE 
DETRIMENT  OF  PRODUCTION  AGRICULTURE? 

20.  IT  HAS  BEEN  INDICATED  THAT  THERE  ARE  SOME  TARGETS 
REGARDING  NUMBER  OF  EMPLOYEES  AT  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF 
AGRICULTURE. 

^-^.  CAN  YOU  GIVE  US  AN  IDEA  OF  WHAT  THOSE  TARGETS  ARE 

p^i  AT  THE  NATIONAL  STATE  AND  COUNTY  LEVEL? 

21.  THERE  HAS  BEEN  INTENSIVE  INVESTIGATION  AND  MUCH 
WRITTEN  REGARDING  THE  CROP  INSURANCE  PROGRAM 
VERSUS  THE  DISASTER  PROGRAMS. 

AS  YOU  HAVE  LOOKED  AT  REORGANIZATION  OF  THE 
DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  YOU  HAVE  RECOMMENDED  TO 
KEEP  THE  STATUS  QUO  IN  RELATION  TO  CROP  INSURANCE. 
_        WAS  THIS  A  CONSCIOUS  DECISION? 

DO  YOU  HAVE  ANY  RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  THE 
CONGRESS  IN  THIS  REGARD? 

22.  YOU  HAVE  MADE  SEVERAL  SUGGESTIONS  FOR  COMBINING 
AGENCIES  BASED  UPON  FUNCTIONS.    PLEASE  ADDRESS  IF  YOU 
CONSIDERED  THE  FOLLOWING  AND  THE  RATIONAL  FOR  NOT 
MAKING  THESE  CHANGES. 

DID  YOU  CONSIDER  MOVING  THE  SNOW  SURVEY  FROM 
THE  SCS  TO  THE  WEATHER  SERVICE? 

« 

DID  YOU  CONSIDER  MOVING  THE  RESOURCE 


[vy 
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QUESTION  #123: 

ANSWER:    Our  intent  would  be  for  the  Farm  Service  Agency  to 

continue  to  make  these  payments  under  policy  guidance 
received  from  the  Natural  Resources  Conservation 
Service.   The  precise  arrangements  at  the  local  level 
would  be  specified  in  a  Memorandum  of  Understeuiding. 
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QUESTION  #124: 

ANSWER:    The  Vice-President's  National  Performance  Review  has 
proposed  to  transfer  the  meat  and  poultry  inspection 
program  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  the  Food 
amd   Drug  Administration.   This  proposal  must  be 
approved  by  the  Congress.   Until  and  unless  the 
Congress  approves  this  proposal  we  will  continue  to 
work  aggressively  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
to  strengthen  these  programs .   In  the  1994 
Appropriations  Bill  for  the  Department  the  Congress  has 
agreed  with  our  proposals  to  strengthen  the  staffing  of 
these  programs  and  to  begin  a  war  on  pathogens .   We  are 
grateful  for  this  support.   One  of  our  objectives  in 
working  to  strengthen  the  meat  and  poultry  inspection 
progreuns  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture  is  to 
take  full  advantage  of  the  relationship  between  the 
Department  and  production  agriculture  so  that  food 
safety  issues  can  be  dealt  with  effectively  at  the 
production  level  as  well  at  the  other  levels  of  the 
processing  system. 
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QUESTION  #125: 

ANSWER:    Our  objective  is  to  reduce  OSDA  staffing  by  about  7,500 
staff  years  by  1998.   At  least  10  percent  of  this 
reduction  is  to  be  achieved  at  the  head<iuarters  level. 
I  will  provide  a  table  which  has  more  information 
concerning  the  year  to  year  implementation  of  these 
targets . 
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